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ABSTRACT
Festivals and events provide a venue for individuals to relax, to spend time with
their family, to escape from the daily demands of modern life, to enjoy themselves and to
socialize as a way to enhance their quality of life. In addition, many leaders have used
festival and events for the economic development of their communities (Getz & Frisby,
1988).
However, according to Li and Petrick (2006), this research has been limited to
topics associated with marketing, management and economic impact. For example,
Finkel, McGillivaray, McPherson, and Robinson (2013) pointed out that scholars have
investigated the relationships between festival and events suppliers and community
development, governance, technology, and sustainability. From the demand perspective,
research attention continues to be primarily focused on understanding why people attend
festival and events. Although much is understood about these reasons, more research is
needed to provide a fuller understanding of this phenomena (Getz, 1991). Despite the
consistent results suggesting that the majority of people attend festival and events as a
member of a group, how these individuals evaluate festival satisfaction (festivalscape as
comfort, fun, and product) and determine their intention to re-visit has received limited
attention. Psychologists such as Campion, Medsker, and Higgs (1993), Krull and
MacKinnon (2001), Malcarne, Fox, Mills, & Gholizadeh (2013), and Zohar (2000) have
demonstrated that group member evaluations differ when examined at the individual and
group levels, specifically for satisfaction and outcomes, results supported by research in
work group support systems (Shaw, 1988), sports team success (Carron, Bray, & Eys,
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2002), and military performance (Ahronson & Cameron, 2007). The recognition of these
differences has led psychologists and management researchers to conclude that group
level investigations are necessary to enhance the understanding of the differences
between group and individual evaluations.
This study addresses this need using Mullen and Copper’s (1994) model of
Cohesiveness and Performance to guide its conceptual framework for examining
individual and group level data to determine if significant differences exist with respect
to the evaluation of festival satisfaction (festivalscape) and revisit intentions. Using a
two-step stage procedure to select respondents from the Spring Skunk Music Festival in
2015 and Rock Hill ChristmasVille Festival in 2014, a total of 335 festival attendees
completed the self-administered survey questionnaire developed for this study. The
results of the Multi Level Analysis revealed that festival attendees’ evaluation of
satisfaction (festivalscape) and intention to revisit were significantly different when
examined at the individual and group levels.
Moreover, the analysis showed that the results were affected by the moderating
variable group type but not by group size. Two mediating factors, group environment and
group development, were found not to significantly impact attendees’ evaluations of
satisfaction (festivalscape) nor their intention to re-visit the festival. However, additional
results from the Multi Level Analysis showed that group environment and group
development were highly correlated with group cohesiveness, a finding suggesting that
the attendees viewed them as two components of cohesiveness. A revised conceptual
framework reflecting this finding was developed.
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This study revealed the importance of treating individuals as part of groups when
investigating how festival and events attendees evaluate festival satisfaction
(festivalscape) and the intention to re-visit. The results that group environment and group
development were seen as dimensions of group cohesiveness may reflect the environment
of this research, which was conducted as a field study during leisure time. In contrast, the
majority of similar studies in psychology and management were conducted in a
laboratory or during work hours.
The findings from this study suggest that festival and event planners should create
programs that involve attendees as group members to improve the level of festival
satisfaction (festivalscape) as well as increase the likelihood of return. In addition, more
generally, this research provides theoretical support for the Group Cohesiveness and
Performance Theory developed by Mullen and Copper (1994) in the domain of festival
and events.

iv

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
I could not have been completed my Ph.D. without the assistance, support,
guidance, and effort of many people. I would first like to acknowledge the special effort
and guidance of my committee chair, Dr. Sheila J. Backman, who has given me
continued support, care, insights, and most importantly, her patient guidance during my
time at Clemson University. She always encouraged me and gave me big hug like my
mother.
I would like to acknowledge the support of my committee members: Dr. Kenneth
F. Backman, Dr. Robert B. Powell, and Dr. DeWayne D. Moore. I am not sure if I will
ever be able to adequately express my appreciation for the support and guidance they
provided to me over last 4 years. Dr. Kenneth F. Backman, thank you for your expertise
and knowledge in the field of tourism and event; I will never forget when we traveled
together in South Korea. I truly appreciate your friendship and encouragement me during
my program. Dr. Robert B. Powell, thank you for your guidance, expertise and support
concerning sustainable tourism and the method used in my dissertation. Dr. DeWayne
Moore, thank you for your expertise, knowledge and patience in answering my unending
statistical questions. I could not imagine how I could have finished my dissertation
without your help and your encouragement, just like my father.
I am also most grateful to the following people who in some way or another made
this dissertation and my Clemson life possible: Juyeon Song, Sukjoon Yoon, Kiho Yoon,
Sooky Kim, Misun Roh, Emily Junghwa Hong, Dong-hoon Lee, Gyeonghoon Kim,

v

Sabrina Carter Waters, Karin Emmons, Barbara Ramirez, Craig Colistra, John Mgonja,
Agnes Sirima, and Jessica Pearl. Thank you all for the times and your support of me.
Finally, special appreciation goes to my family: my father Doyoung Kong, my
mother Dukbun Baek, my brothers Haegoo Kong and Gyuseung Kong, and my sister
Hyejeong Kong. My journey would not have begun, nor would I be where I am today
without my parents. Mother and Dad, since I was a little girl, you have supported my
independent nature and continue to do so as I move further and further away from your
support. You both have played many roles throughout this process, including, but not
limited to cheerleader, psychologist, business advisor, and caretaker of my life. But the
best thing you have done throughout this process is express your enduring love for me.
Thank you and I love you!!!

vi

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
TITLE PAGE .................................................................................................................... i
ABSTRACT..................................................................................................................... ii

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ............................................................................................. v
LIST OF TABLES .......................................................................................................... ix

LIST OF FIGURES ...................................................................................................... xiii
CHAPTER
I. INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................... 1
1.1 Justification for the Study ........................................................................ 2
1.2 Problem Statement ................................................................................... 9
1.3 Research Purpose ................................................................................... 10
1.4 Research Questions ................................................................................ 13
1.5 Definition of Terms................................................................................ 17
1.6 Outline of Dissertation ........................................................................... 19
II.

LITERATURE REVIEW ...................................................................................... 21
2.1 Festival and Events Participation ........................................................... 21
2.2 Group Cohesion ..................................................................................... 39
2.3 Conceptual Framework .......................................................................... 55

III. PILOT TEST.......................................................................................................... 62
3.1 Research Training .................................................................................. 62
3.2 Study Sites: Bluffton Arts & Seafood Festival ...................................... 63
3.3 Survey Sampling .................................................................................... 64
3.4 Data Analysis Results ............................................................................ 65
3.5 Summary ................................................................................................ 71
IV.

RESULTS METHODS ....................................................................................... 72
4.1 Study Participants .................................................................................. 72
4.2 Study Sites ............................................................................................. 72
4.3 Survey Sampling .................................................................................... 75
4.4 Measurements of the Concepts .............................................................. 77
4.5 Survey Instrument .................................................................................. 84
4.6 Data Analysis ......................................................................................... 85
4.7 Summary ................................................................................................ 90

vii

Table of Contents (Continued)
V.

Page

RESULTS OF BASIC ANALYSIS ................................................................... 91
5.1 Data Screening ....................................................................................... 91
5.2 Descriptive Statistics.............................................................................. 93
5.3 Measurement Model: Confirmatory Factor Analyses.......................... 115
5.4 Summary of the Chapter ...................................................................... 138

VI.

RESULTS OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS ....................................................... 139
6.1 Measurement Model ............................................................................ 139
6.2 Structure Models .................................................................................. 146
6.3 Moderation Effect ................................................................................ 165
6.4 Summary of the Chapter ...................................................................... 179

VII. CONCLUSIONS................................................................................................ 181
7.1 Discussions and Hypotheses ................................................................ 182
7.2 Implications.......................................................................................... 188
7.3 Conclusions .......................................................................................... 192
APPENDICES ............................................................................................................. 196
A:
B:
C:
D:
E:
F:

Pilot Study Questionnaire .......................................................................... 197
IRB Compliance E-mail ............................................................................. 204
Informed Consent Verbal Script for the Main Survey ............................... 205
The Main Study Questionnaire .................................................................. 206
Single Level Measurement Result ............................................................. 211
Single Level Structure Model Result ......................................................... 214

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................ 218

viii

LIST OF TABLES
Tables

Page

2.1

Summary of the Festival and Events Motivation Modified
from Li & Petrick (2006) ...................................................................... 27

2.2

History of the Small Groups Cohesion ............................................................. 43

3.1

Frequency Distribution of Respondents for the Pilot Test................................ 66

3.2

Initial and final CFA Model for Pilot Test........................................................ 69

4.1

The Step of the Data Analysis for Pilot Test .................................................... 85

5.1

Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Survey location ............................ 93

5.2

Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Gender .......................................... 93

5.3

Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents
by Gender .................................................................................................... 94

5.4

Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Age ............................................... 95

5.5

Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents
by Age ......................................................................................................... 95

5.6

Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Ethnicity ....................................... 96

5.7

Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents
by Ethnicity ................................................................................................. 97

5.8

Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Marital Status ............................... 97

5.9

Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents
by Marital Status ......................................................................................... 98

5.10

Frequency Distribution of Respondents by the Highest
Level of Education ...................................................................................... 99

5.11

Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents
by Level of Education ............................................................................... 100

ix

List of Tables (Continued)
Tables

Page

5.12

Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Household Income .................... 101

5.13

Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents
by Household Income ............................................................................... 102

5.14

Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Experience
of Festival.................................................................................................. 103

5.15

Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents
by Experience of Festival.......................................................................... 104

5.16

Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Attending
Dates of Festival ....................................................................................... 105

5.17

Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents
by Attending Dates of Festival ................................................................ 105

5.18

Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Type of
Accommodation ........................................................................................ 106

5.19

Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents
by Type of Accommodation ..................................................................... 107

5.20

Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Group Type............................... 108

5.21

Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents
by Group Type .......................................................................................... 108

5.22

Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Group Type
(over 18 years) .......................................................................................... 109

5.23

Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents
by Group Size (over 18 years) .................................................................. 110

5.24

Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Number of
Children in Group ..................................................................................... 111

5.25

Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents by
Number of Children in Group ................................................................... 112

x

List of Tables (Continued)
Tables

Page

5.26

Descriptive statistics of Personal Attraction Scale ........................................ 113

5.27

Descriptive statistics of Group Pride Scale ................................................... 113

5.28

Descriptive statistics of Group Environment Scale ....................................... 114

5.29

Descriptive statistics of Group Development Scale ...................................... 114

5.30

Descriptive statistics of satisfaction of Festivalscape Scale .......................... 115

5.31

Initial and Final CFA Model for Group Cohesiveness.................................. 117

5.32

Factor Correlation for Group Cohesiveness
– Unstandardized and Standardized Model .............................................. 117

5.33

Initial and Final CFA Model for Group Environment .................................. 120

5.34

Initial and Final CFA Model for Group Development .................................. 123

5.35

Initial and Final CFA Model for Festivalscape Satisfaction ......................... 125

5.36

Factor Correlation for Festivalscape Satisfaction
– Unstandardized and Standardized .......................................................... 126

5.37

Initial and Final CFA Model for Intention .................................................... 129

5.38

Initial and Final CFA model for the Overall Perception .............................. 132

5.39

Final Measurement Model: First Order Factor ............................................. 133

5.40

Final Measurement Model: Second Order Factor ......................................... 136

5.41

Convergent and Discriminant Validity.......................................................... 137

6.1

Interclass Correlation Coefficients for All Variables ................................... 140

6.2

Multi Level Measurement Model ................................................................. 141

6.3

Factor Loadings, Reliability Coefficients, and AVEs of
Modified Multi-level Model .................................................................. 143

xi

List of Tables (Continued)
Tables

Page

6.4

Correlations Among all Constructs: Level 1 Model ..................................... 145

6.5

Correlations Among all Constructs: Level 2 Model ..................................... 146

6.6

Structure Model Multi Level ........................................................................ 147

6.7

Result of Regression and Mediation Analyses:
Level 1 Model ........................................................................................... 149

6.8

Result of Regression and Mediation Analyses:
Level 2 Model ........................................................................................... 152

6.9

Test of Between-Cohesiveness and Festivalscape Satisfaction
Moderation Effect of Group Type ............................................................ 167

6.10

Tests of Between Cohesiveness and Overall Satisfaction:
Moderation of Group Type ................................................................... 168

6.11

Test of Between-Subjects Effect: Moderation Effect of
Group Type ............................................................................................ 169

6.12

Tests of Between Cohesiveness and Intention:
Moderation of Group Type ................................................................... 172

6.13

Test of Between-Subjects effect: Moderation Effect of
Group Type ............................................................................................ 173

6.14

Tests of Between Cohesiveness and Festivalscape
Satisfaction: Moderation of Group Size ............................................... 176

6.15

Test of Between-Cohesiveness and Overall Satisfaction:
Moderation Effect of Group size ........................................................... 177

6.16

Tests of Between-Cohesiveness and Intention: Moderation
of Group size .......................................................................................... 179

6.17

Summary of Hypotheses Tested .................................................................... 179

xii

LIST OF FIGURES
Figures

Page

2.1

Part 1 of the Conceptual Framework: Cohesiveness
Adapted from Mullen & Cooper (1994) .................................................. 58

2.2

Part 2 of the Conceptual Framework: Festivalscape,
Overall Satisfaction, and Intention .......................................................... 60

2.3

The Final Conceptual Framework-Integrating Part 1 & 2 .............................. 61

3.1

Bluffton Arts & Seafood Festival Site Map .................................................... 64

3.2

CFA Model for Pilot Test ................................................................................ 68

4.1

Rock Hill ChristmasVille Festival Site Map ................................................... 74

4.2

Greenville Skunk Music Festival Main Survey Area ...................................... 75

5.1

CFA Model for Factors 1 and 2 in Cohesiveness .......................................... 119

5.2

CFA Model for Factor 3: Group Environment .............................................. 121

5.3

CFA Model for Factor 4: Group Development ............................................. 124

5.4

CFA Model for Festivalscape Satisfaction: Fun,
Comport, Product ................................................................................... 127

5.5

CFA Model for Factor 9: Intention ............................................................... 130

6.1

Standardized and Unstandardized Coefficients of the
Level 1 Structure Equation Model ......................................................... 140

6.2

Standardized and Unstandardized Coefficients of the
Level 2 Structure Equation Model ......................................................... 143

6.3

Cohesiveness Effects on Festivalscape ......................................................... 154

6.4

Cohesiveness Effects on Overall Satisfaction ............................................... 155

6.5

Festivalscape Effects on Overall Satisfaction ............................................... 156

6.6

Overall Satisfaction Effects on Intention ...................................................... 157

xiii

List of Figures (Continued)
Figures

Page

6.7

Cohesiveness Effects on Intention ................................................................ 158

6.8

The First Step of the Structural Model .......................................................... 160

6.9

The Second Step of the Structural Model ..................................................... 160

6.10

The Final Step of the Structural Model ......................................................... 161

6.11

Cohesiveness Effect on Overall Satisfaction with
Mediation of Festivalscape .................................................................... 162

6.12

Cohesiveness Effect on Intention with Mediation of
Overall Satisfaction................................................................................ 163

6.13

Cohesiveness Effect on Intention with Three-Path Mediation
of Festivalscape and Overall Satisfaction .............................................. 164

6.14

Moderation Effect of Group Type between Group
Cohesiveness and Festivalscape Satisfaction......................................... 166

6.15

Moderation Effect of Group Type between Cohesiveness
and Festivalscape Satisfaction ............................................................... 167

6.16

Profile Plots Showing Group Cohesiveness and Overall
Satisfaction by Group Type ................................................................... 170

6.17

Moderation Effects on Group Type on Cohesiveness and
Intention ................................................................................................. 171

6.18

Profile Plots Showing Group Cohesiveness and Intention
by Group Type ....................................................................................... 174

6.19

Moderation Effects of Group Size on Group Cohesiveness
and Festivalscape Satisfaction ............................................................... 175

6.20

Moderation Effects of Group Size on Group Cohesiveness
and Overall Satisfaction ......................................................................... 176

6.21

Moderation Effects of Group Size on Cohesiveness and
Intention ................................................................................................. 178

xiv

List of Figures (Continued)
Figures

Page

7.1

Cohesiveness Effect of Satisfaction and Intention in
Single-Level ........................................................................................... 185

7.2

Cohesiveness Effects in Relation to Satisfaction and Intentions
in Multi Level ....................................................................................... 186

xv

CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
The tourism industry is projected to be among the top contributors to the global
economy in 21st Century, shifting the employment focus from farming and manufacturing
to the service industries. This increasing number of tourists is, to a certain degree, due to
an increase in disposable income, further impacting the tourism industry to offer specific
services and products to meet customer needs (Robinson & Novelli, 2005). Travel trends
have also changed from mass to niche tourism. As a result, tourism destination planners
focus on a variety of attraction packages, ones that encourage visitors to lengthen their
stay as well as to return at a later date.
One strategy used is to incorporate festival and events into destinations, a strategy
that is making a significant impact on destination marketing. This increase in the number
festival and events around the globe in the latter part of the twentieth century was caused
by, among other things, an increase in leisure time and discretionary income (Yap &
Allen, 2011). During the 1980s in particular, governments globally began to realize the
potential for festival and events to generate a positive economic impact. Subsequently,
over the first decade of the twenty-first century, there has been unparalleled interest and
participation in festival and events as they continue not only to demonstrate a capacity to
generate a positive economic impact but to also play a significant role in the development
of culture, arts, urban regeneration, education and tourism (Bowdin, Allen, O’Toole,
Harris, & McDonnell, 2011). Thus, a festival and event has the ability not only to attract
visitors to a host region but also to contribute to its economic and social well-being (Jago
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& Shaw, 1998), further emphasizing the importance and significance afforded to festival
and events in the global tourism industry. Felsenstein and Fleischer (2003) cited several
reasons festival and events can be an important tool in tourism promotion: it increases
local tourism demand; it creates the identity of a local place and improves the image of a
location, and the strategic placement of diverse local festival and events can help extend
the tourism season. As the importance of festival and events is acknowledged by
communities, the number of local festival and events will continue to increase and lead to
heightened competition. With numerous new festival and events and a competitive
market, it is vital for festival and events managers to identify the factors that not only
attract and satisfy new visitors but also retain previous attendees. In particular, visitor
satisfaction and intention to revisit have been identified as important variables for
measuring a festival and event’s success (Baker & Crompton, 2000).

1.1 Justification for the Study
The festival and events sector of the tourism industry creates a means to draw
tourists to a destination as festival and events are now a worldwide tourism phenomenon
(Getz, 1991). Both have experienced tremendous growth as large city areas and smaller
towns seek the tourism dollars created by short-term festival and events as well as the
stimulation of tourism growth during the off-season and the focus on domestic tourism
markets that they provide. Festival and events attendees’ motives are probably multiple
(Crompton 1979; Mansfeld, 1992), occurring at both the individual and the group level.
At the individual level, visitors may have several different needs, which they desire to
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satisfy through a festival and events (Crompton & McKay, 1997). They are desire of the
escape from the ordinary life, searching for self-esteem, social interaction, cultural
learning/discovery and novelty/thrill (Mason & Paggiaro, 2009).
Typically those participating in festival and events travel with others rather than
going alone. Festival and events attendees make group for share a common experience
(Yalom & Leszcz, 2005) and more feel safe during attend to festival and events. The
family and friend group make feel comfortable when people visit new place.
Most researchers focusing on groups subscribe to the position introduced by
Festinger, Back, and Schachter (1950) that the cohesiveness of a group, that is, the desire
of individuals to maintain their membership in a group, is contributed to by a number of
independent forces, with most studies focusing on criteria and inter-member attraction.
This study focuses on four such forces: (1) festival and events attendees’ motivation and
satisfaction (2) their intention to return to a small local festival and events, (3) an
approach to determine the festival attendees’ group differences between in group
members and between group members, (4) an approach to determine the festival and
events attendees’ group differences between in-group member and between group
members.

1.1.1 Festival and Events Study
As the festival and events became more popular during the latter half of the
twentieth century, there was a concurrent increase in academic interest in this area,
leading to a corresponding increase in research focusing on an array of issues pertaining
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to festival and events and the festival and events industry (Getz, 2010). Several areas in
the field have been identified, with Mair and Whitford (2013) classifying them as
economic studies, socio-cultural studies, motivation and perceptions, attitudes of visitors
and residents, environmental studies, sustainability and greening of festival and events,
political studies, and management studies. In other words, there have been numerous
studies on festival and events, one of the important focuses being the festival and events
attendees’ motivation. There are several motives for the attending festival and events.
Backman, Backman, Uysal, and Sunshine (1995) were the first to examine festival and
events goers’ motivations basing their research on the 1985 U.S. Pleasure Travel Market
study which used factor analysis and multiple classification analysis to investigate visitor
demographics, motivations, and activities. It used an instrument comprised of twelve
motivation statements and eighteen types of general activities (no specific festival and
events). Five dimensions of motivations were identified: excitement, external, family,
socializing, and relaxation, factors that were developed using the push-pull model.
Formica and Uysal (1998) also explored festival and events motivations and identified 6
broad categories: socialization/entertainment, festival and events attraction/excitement,
group togetherness, cultural/historical, family togetherness, and site novelty. The
researchers suggested “motivation statements were generic across all groups” (Uysal,
Backman, Backman, & Potts, 1991, p. 204).
In a similar context in their research on the function of visitor types, Mohr,
Backman, Gahan, and Backman (1993) found significant differences between first-time
and repeat visitors with respect to the motivation, dimensions of excitement and event
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novelty and their corresponding satisfaction levels, concluding that festival and events
motivation studies should investigate two aspects: the first, a research framework for
surveying festival and events motivation, and the second the relationships between
motivation and other variables. Woo, Yolal, Cetinel, and Uysal (2011) investigated the
underlying dimensions of motivation for attending festivals and events and how festival
and events attendees perceive the inter-group members’ inter-relationship with the
festivals and events and how these perceived impacts vary across different festival and
events attendee groups.

1.1.2 Group Cohesion in Festival and Events
Much human activity involves a group, for example, family members, friends,
and community. This condition is referred to as social cohesion, one of a group of
cohesion theories. Historically, cohesion has been considered to be the most important
small group variable (Golembiewski, 1962; Lott & Lott, 1965). One of the festival and
events motivation factors was family or friend togetherness (Uysal et al., 1991; Woo et
al., 2011; Mathier, Kukenberger, D’Innocenzo, & Reilly, 2015). Typically, the size of a
family and friend group attending a festival or event was less than 5 members.
Therefore, it is not surprising that when groups have been the focus of study,
cohesion has been a preeminent concern for a variety of disciplines including sociology,
social psychology, counseling, psychology, military psychology, organizational
psychology, educational psychology, and sport psychology, and most other disciplines in
psychology that focus on the behavior of people in groups. As cohesion research has
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spread across different domains, inconsistencies in definition and measurement have
inevitably occurred over time.
While researchers have reliably agreed over time that attraction to the group is an
important element of group cohesion (from Festinger, Back, & Schachter, 1950, to
Chiocchio & Essiembre, 2009), the exact dimensionality of cohesion continues to be a
source of debate. In addition, the generalizability of cohesion and its effects across
different group types and contexts are also still called into question (see Pescosolido &
Saavedra, 2012). Therefore, while the theoretical understanding of cohesion across a
variety of contexts has grown and become more nuanced over the years, room for future
research remains in continuing to understand the differences in the nature and effects of
cohesion across different types of groups and group contexts. Group cohesiveness related
specifically to social cohesion.
In response to the difficulties with viewing group cohesion using a
multidimensional model, which researchers have suggested the need to distinguish
between the group and individual aspects, and the task and social aspects of cohesion
(Malcarne et al., 2013). Festival and events attendees’ groups exhibit different
motivational effects on within-group members than individual motivation effects. Most
festival and events attendees’ motivation scales supporting group togetherness and family
togetherness (Formica & Uysal, 1998; Uysal et al, 1993). However, group togetherness at
festival and events was not included in the group cohesion measurement of within-group
members. Most of the motivation studies have focused on the festival and events’
attendees’ individual motivation scale; however, group cohesion can measure festival and
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events attendees’ motivation factors not only at the individual but also within group and
between group members.

1.1.3 Approach for Understanding the Role of Cohesion
The study of group cohesion is of theoretical and practical importance. It is hoped
that the discussion here and this research approach for the investigation of festival and
events attendees’ cohesion provide suggestions for the examination of the applicability of
studying the cohesion of different types and sizes of festival and events attendees.
Previously, cohesion has been studied through several meta-analysis and qualitative
reviews of cohesion-performance relationships (Mathier et al., 2015). Mullen and Cooper
(1994) derived meta-analytic cross-lagged-panel (CLP) correlations from seven
investigations. However, this meta-analysis confounds the group level results with
respect to the factor of cohesion factor.

In other words, meta-analysis was focused on

single level research not multi level. For the analysis of group cohesion, Hierarchical
Linear analysis is needed to define the difference between the individual and the group
levels.
The Hierarchical Linear Model (HLM) assumes that it is possible to express
social contexts through hierarchical relationships between individuals and groups. That
is, the individual subjects of a study may be classified or arranged in groups which
themselves have qualities that influence the study. In this case, individuals can be seen as
level-1 units of study, and the groups into which they are arranged as level-2 units.
According to Raudenbush & Bryk (2002), the term hierarchical linear modeling has two
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defining features, the first being that the data appropriate for such models are
hierarchically structured, with first-level units nested within second-level units, secondlevel units nested within third-level units, and so on. The second defining feature is that
the parameters of such models may be viewed as having a hierarchical linear structure.
The researcher may specify a level-one model, the parameters of which characterize
linear relationships occurring between level-one units.
To address these issues, a number of statistical methods have been developed to
adjust estimated standard errors appropriately, one example being Hierarchical Linear
Models (HLM). HLM is a regression equation based on a simple linear regression
structure where a single dependent variable depends on a series of independent variables
(Sibthorp, Witter, Wells, Ellis, & Voelkl, 2004). Developed by Bryk and Raudenbush
(1992) for use in education research, it is helpful for analyzing mixed data composed of
micro data and macro or aggregated data. HLM is also referred to as a multilevel model,
random coefficient model, and mixed model. Aggregating individual observations into
their respective nested group provides another approach to addressing the nested effects
problem (Sibthorp et al., 2004). A two-level HLM model uses a restricted ML approach
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). HLM presents another analytic technique that can be useful
in park, recreation and tourism research, and in particular for the study reported here as
most of the nested data have a different level of the sample from the festival and events
attendees’.
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1.2 Problem Statement
While much research on festival and events focuses on the economic,
environmental and social-cultural impacts of destination development and sustainability,
few studies consider motivation, perceptions and attitudes of visitors (Backman et al.,
1993; Delamere, 2001; Fredline 2000; Fredline & Faulkner, 1998; Gursoy & Kendall,
2006; Jeong & Faulkner, 1996; Mihalik & Simonetta, 1998). In festival and events
research, the basic focus of investigations was people choose to attend festivals and to
become attendees. In other words, why peoples attend festivals for pleasure, business and
other reasons. When festivals and events researchers and marketers find out that reason
and make strategy it has become further clouded (Page, 2006). In a very comprehensive
assessment of festival and events attendees’ motivation, that which the attendees’ desires,
needs and seeks form the process of consuming a festival and events experience
(Mountinho, 1987).
While some past research on the various kinds of festival and events has focused
on motivation and satisfaction at the individual level, most do not consider group
motivation and the relationship between the group members. As early as the 1930s, the
psychology field began studying group members and how people live, work, and play in
different types of groups (Lewin, 1939; Sherif, 1936), finding that the behavior of each
exhibited different levels of group cohesiveness and performance. Even though festival
and events attendees typically do not travel alone, group member relationship has not
been the focus in festival and events research, with group type being the focus of sport
teamwork or education in the Park, Recreation, and Tourism Management fields. Given
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the importance of group cohesion for festival and events attendees, more research is
needed in this area to determine festival and events attendees’ motivation and satisfaction
between inter-group members. Group members’ cohesion evaluation festivalscape was
important to examining festival and events satisfaction and intention to revisit research.
To define the festival and events attendees’ cohesion variable, which cohesion variable
affects satisfaction, it is needed to improve the demand strategy of festival and events.
To address this need, this study investigated which cohesion variable provides festival
and events attendees more satisfaction from “in-group” and “between-group” cohesion
and how the researchers can use the method. Even though group cohesion study needed
at the festival and events attendees study because most of the festival and events
attendees come with group as family, friend, or community, there have not an enough
studied in the festival and events attendees study in festival and events fields.

1.3 Research Purpose
While many researchers have studied festival and events attendees’ motivation at
the individual level, there is limited research on group level of satisfaction (festivalscape)
in the festival and events field. Most of the festival and events attendees go with other
people, usually in a group of family members or friends, or a community group. This
research investigated how group members’ cohesion affects festival and events attendees’
satisfaction with the festival and event and future intention between the individual level
and group level. More specifically, its purpose is to explore the relationship between
festival and events attendees’ group cohesion and satisfaction and future intention to
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revisit using the HLM Model based on the Mullen and Cooper’s CohesivenessPerformance Model (1994). To address this purpose, this research had three objectives.
The first objective is to define the model of the relationship between group
cohesiveness and festival and events satisfaction and intention to revisit a festival and
events. This objective was explored using the model of cohesiveness-performance effect
adapted from Mullen and Copper’s (1994) model. Cohesiveness has not been extensively
investigated in the festival and events field. The group property is inferred from the
number and strength of mutual positive attitudes among the members of a group (Lott,
1961). Past research in the education and sports teamwork performance fields suggests
that cohesiveness is based on friendship, the valence of the activity mediated by the
group or group prestige (Scharhter, 1951). This research uses this relationship paired
with a specific focus on festival and events attendees to empirically validate the
contribution of the group cohesion theory and the satisfaction processes of festival and
events.
The second objective of this study was to examine the role of the moderating
variables of group type and group size. The festival and events attendee groups included
several different group types, specifically families, friends, and community groups.
Although previous moderation research in tourism has utilized regression, SEM
has emerged as a new analytic method for the group cohesion models that include
moderators. A moderating variable is one that in some way affects the relationship
between an independent and dependent variable, indicating under what circumstances a
phenomenon occurs. Moderation has been called the “changer of a relationship” (Little,
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Card, Bovaird, Preacher, & Crandall 2007, p. 207) as it provides a detailed explanation of
when the association between an independent and dependent variable might be stronger
or weaker. This approach allows for the examination of multiple moderators in a simpler
manner than regression does. These variables may naturally occur or can be created by
manipulating conductions (Baron & Kenny, 1986). A constrained model, that is one that
assumes no interaction effect between variables, is compared against an unconstrained
model that assumes interaction between independent, moderating, and dependent
variables. If the unconstrained model exhibits a better fit, then moderation is concluded to
have occurred. It is permissible to turn a continuous moderating variable into a
categorical variable (i.e., mean-split technique) and then use a multi-group approach for
analysis (Ro, 2012).
The third objective of this research was to examine attendees’ evaluation of
satisfaction (festivalscape) at festival and events from the perspective of a festival and
event’s organizer. Knowing the festival and events attendees’ evaluation of satisfaction
(festivalscape) is essential for festival and events’ organizers to understanding their
motivation and behavior (Crompton, 1979; Dann, 1981; Fodness, 1994; Murphy,
Moscardo, & Benckendorff, 2007). The festival and events evaluation component as a
direct effect on marketing effectiveness and festival and events success has been found
when a good product and program have been offered to attendees (Yoon, Lee, & Lee,
2010). This research examines group cohesion through the lens that attendees are indeed
a vital stakeholder subset of festival and events (Getz, 2008). The results from this
research using group cohesion theory, thus, are important in the development of festival
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and event programs and products for attendees. The festival and events attendees’
cohesion variance from the first objective was used to find which variable of group
cohesiveness likely affects festival and events attendees’ satisfaction and future intention,
a result that can be used in developing a destination strategy for festival and events.

1.4 Research Questions
Festival and events participants’ cohesive research has previously focused on
group cohesiveness with group development and group environment as the measurement
factors in relation to the level of satisfaction and future intent. This study adapts the
model developed by Mullen and Cooper (1994) using group cohesion theory by adding a
measure of group development and group environment, thus exploring a more
comprehensive model of festival and events participant cohesiveness that can assist the
festival and events industry, among others, in improving the efficiency and effectiveness
of festival and event programs. In the festival and events field, the attendees’ group
research has not been examined using cohesiveness theory.
The relationship between the festival and events attendees’ cohesiveness and
festival and events satisfaction and future intention framework, which was used to
address the second, third, fourth, and fifth research questions, describes the relationship
among group cohesiveness (independent variable), group development (mediating
variable), group environment (mediating variable), festivalscape, satisfaction, and
intention (dependent variable), as measured using multi-level structural equation
modeling to explain how group cohesiveness affects other constructs in both the
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individual level and group level models. Based on the conceptual framework of this
study, the following research questions and hypotheses were formulated:

RQ1: Does cohesiveness theory explain the relationship between festival and events
attendees’ cohesiveness, satisfaction (festivalscape), and future intention?

The Cohesiveness-Performance Model (Mullen & Cooper, 1994), which is based
on psychology theory, has not been used in the festival and events field. The results from
this research supported the cohesiveness theory adapted for festival and events fields. As
such, the first research question for this research involves this addition:

RQ2: Do the cohesion factors influence levels of satisfaction?

This study used two categories of group cohesiveness for festival and events
participants, interpersonal attraction and group pride. The model developed by Mullen
and Cooper (1994) involves three categories; however, one, commitment to task, was
deleted because of it overlapped with group development (a mediate variable). As such,
the first research question for this research includes this addition: research question 1 was
tested based on the results of the multi-level structure model. Also, significant differences
between the individual level and group level were tested. Each of the categories affects
festivalscape, satisfaction, and intention.
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RQ3: Is the level of cohesion different or similar for in-group and between groups?

To test research question 3, the results of the multi-level structural model. Also,
significant differences between the individual level and group level were tested. Each of
the categories affects festivalscape, satisfaction, and intention.

RQ4: Does the effect of group environment and group development differ in the
Cohesiveness and Satisfaction Model?

The Group Environment Scale (GES) developed by Moos & Moos (1981)
assessing group climate is comprised of ten sub-scales measuring the socialenvironmental characteristics of a variety of types of groups. It was developed based on
past research on group cohesion and on group dynamic literature (Carron, Widmeyer, &
Brawley, 1985). Research question 3 tested the mediation effect of group environment
between festival and events attendees’ cohesiveness and festivalscape, satisfaction, and
intention.
The Group Development Scale (Carew & Parisi, 1988) includes seven
characteristics considered to represent high functioning teams: productivity, empathy,
empowerment, roles and goals, flexibility, open communication, and recognition and
morale. Research questions 4 tested the mediation effect of group development festival
and events attendees’ cohesiveness and scape, satisfaction, and intention.
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RQ5: Does level of satisfaction vary with travel group type?

The construct used to represent the coherence of type of group is cohesion
(Carron & Brawley, 2012). The different type of groups of family, friend, and community
exhibit different results. Research question 5 was tested using univariate analysis in
general linear model for a moderation effect based on the results of the relationship
between festival and events attendees’ cohesiveness and the festivalscape, satisfaction,
and future intention model.

RQ6: Does level of satisfaction vary with travel group size?

In small group cohesion research, the group size effects to different the result as
problem and solving or performance (Cathcart, Samovar, & Henman, 1996). In this
research, each of the festival and events attendees’ group size effect to come out the
different satisfaction and future intention from the festival and events attendees’
cohesiveness. Research question 6 was tested univariate analysis in general linear model
for the moderation effect based on the results of the relationship between festival and
event attendees’ cohesiveness and the festivalscape, satisfaction, and future intention
model.
This research draws primarily from Group Cohesion Theory, with Group
Environment, Group Development and satisfaction being the lenses for evaluating in-
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group and between-group cohesiveness related to the level of the festival and events
attendee’s festivalscape, satisfaction and intention as research questions from the research
purpose and objectives. This research questions were tested based on the results of the
multi-level structural model. In addition, significant differences between the individual
level and group level were tested with the hypothesis that the cohesiveness factor impacts
the level of festivalscape, satisfaction, and intention through two mediation factors (group
environment and group development) and two moderation factors (group type and group
size).
1.5 Definition of Terms
Group Cohesiveness: Classically defined as “the resultant of all the forces
acting on the members to remain in the group” (Festinger, 1950, p.274.), this study,
however, defines two factors of cohesiveness, interpersonal attraction and group pride,
based on the cohesiveness-performance effect model developed by Mullen and Copper
(1994).

Small Groups: Groups of five or seven seem to be the optimum size for
effective decision-making. In social groups especially, a family consists of a mother,
father and children. This small group in human society is often overlooked by small
group researchers, and consequently there are important features of the family group
which have never been embodied in small group experiment or theorizing.
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Group Environment (GE): Group Environment, one of the most widely used
multidimensional measures of cohesion, evolved from a definition of group cohesion. It
has been used in sports literature to examine the relationship between group cohesion and
such variables as athlete leadership behavior. This research uses the GE in the festival
and events attendees’ group environment.

Group Development (GD): Group Development is based on an integrative
theory of group development developed by Wheelan (1994). She classified the five stages
of the GD as (1) dependence/inclusion, (2) counter dependence/fight, (3) trust/structure,
(4) work, and (5) ending/task completion. This study focuses on the trust/structure and
task completion stages.

HLM Model: HLM, the Hierarchically Linear Model, is a method for analyzing
hierarchically structured data using a multi-level structure. This research used a two-level
structure: level one (individual level) and level two (group level).

Festivalscape: The measurement scale for the festival and events satisfaction
variance, festivalscape is the relationship between festival and events quality and
satisfaction. Festivalscape was defined here as fun, comfort, and product.

Overall Satisfaction: The total experience of festival and events attendees based
on both the quality attributes and information that are under the provider’s control.
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Satisfaction was operationalized as overall satisfaction since it was based on the overall
festival and events value as evaluated by the composite of the quality dimensions

Intention: To revisit a festival and events because of the quality of the programs,
entertainment and amenities that influence the visitors’ overall experience, which affects
satisfaction and ultimately the behavioral intention. Intention behavior based on the PLB
theory. Behavior intention is defined as the individual’s intention to perform a given
behavior, this intention indicating how hard people are willing to try and how much effort
they plan to exert in order to perform a behavior that is under volitional control (Ajzen,
1991). In this study, it was focused on the relationship among group members; it
included both the individual intention and group intention.

1.6 Outline of Dissertation
The remainder of this dissertation consists of five chapters. Chapter Two, the
review of the literature relevant to this study, is divided into the three sections of festival
and events, group cohesion, and satisfaction theory. The festival and events section
includes the definition of festivals and events, festival and events as tourism, and festival
and events motivation. In the second section, group cohesion is defined and its theoretical
development is detailed as well as its application to festivals and events. Satisfaction
theory, discussed in the last part of Chapter Two, includes the background of this theory,
its theoretical development, and its application to festival and events.

19

Chapter Three, which discusses the research methods of the study, contains four
parts: population, study site, measurements of concepts, and data collection methods,
while Chapter Four reports the results of the analysis in three sections: characteristics of
the sample data and data screening, the results of the descriptive statics, and the results of
the Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Chapter Five consisting of the measurement model
and structural model is composed of both multilevel analysis and the test of the
hypotheses through mediation and moderation analysis. The discussion of the
conclusions drawn from this study can be found in Chapter Six.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
Even though festival and events participants usually attend in a group, there is a
paucity of research which has investigated what motivates members of a group to attend
or to intend to return to festival and events. This research guided by group cohesiveness
theory seeks to gain and understanding of festival and events attendees who participate in
festival and events. This chapter contains review of the literature related to research in
three primary areas: festival and events participation, cohesion, and conceptual
framework.

2.1 Festival and Events Participation
2.1.1 Festival and Events
As events occur frequently during the average life, despite the growing
importance of festival and events in many communities, it wasn’t until the 1960s that
researchers began to pay attention to this aspect of the tourism industry. According to
Getz (2008) it wasn’t until the 1980s when events began to be recognized as an attractive
and abundant research topic, with the recognition of event studies as a discipline coming
in the early 2000s (Getz, 2008). Getz (2007) defines event studies as “the study of all
planned events, with particular reference to the nature of the festival and event experience
and meanings attached to event and event experience” (p. 15). Similar to the growth in
the number of festival and events that are produced, the academic research in festival and
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event management has also increased, exploring a variety of diverse topics (Getz, 2012;
Lee and Taylor, 2005).
Festival and events have shown tremendous growth in recent years as towns and
cities seek tourism dollars created by festival and events in addition to leveraging their
potential to stimulate tourism growth during the off-season period and encourage
domestic tourism markets (Ritchie & Beliveau, 1974). Festival and events tourism is a
complex field because as Dickenson, Ian, & Leask (2007) suggested, even the briefest
examination of a range of festivals demonstrates their diversity. This complexity is
further compounded because this sector is often considered part of the tourism industry as
festival and events help attract tourists to a destination. As a result, it has been said that
festival and events are now a worldwide tourism phenomenon (Getz, 1991; Prentice &
Anderson, 2003).
Festival and events tourism is not usually recognized as a separate professional
field, but as a form of special interest tourism that must be viewed from both the demand
and supply sides. It is also seen as an application of or a specialty within national tourism
offices (NTOs) and destination marketing/management organization (DMOs). According
to Getz (2008), academic attempts to explore the festival and events field have existed for
a long time, but the recognition of festival and event studies as a field of study did not
begin until this 1960’s. Common research themes in festival and events research are
related to economies, motivations satisfaction, attitudes (Adams, 2014; Getz, 2007; Getz,
Andersson, & Larson, 2007).
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2.1.2 Festival and Events Motivation
Gelder and Robinson (2009) point out that there are many reasons why groups or
individuals attend on participate in festival and events. The reason to participate is
typically the outcome of individual factors such as motivation and sociological factors
like groups
Escape seeking and push and pull models have dominated the study of individual
reasons to attend a festival and events. Iso-Ahola (1982) developed the foundation of the
escape-seeking dichotomy, proposing that leisure, recreation and tourism motivation are
composed of both seeking (intrinsic) and escaping (extrinsic) elements. According to this
theory, the four dimensions that make up motivation include personal seeking, personal
escape, interpersonal seeking, and interpersonal escape, all of which can exist
simultaneously to explain how a person can desire to seek such rewards from their leisure
and tourism activity as a relaxing outing or improved fitness while at the same time also
desiring to escape their daily routine or personal issues (Yolal, Cetinel, & Uysal, 2009).
Crompton (1979) and Dann (1981) introduced the travel field to the idea of push and pull
motivational factors, which evolve from a disturbance in an individual’s equilibrium that
causes some sort of need to be fulfilled by the action of travel (Crompton, 1979).
Typically, individuals are either “pushed” to travel by personal intrinsic factors such as
the desire for adventure or escape, or the need for social interaction or cultural
stimulation. Tourist can also be “pulled” to a destination by extrinsic attributes such as a
snow-filled mountains, lush forests or sunny beaches (Crompton, 1979).
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In 1993, Garner expanded Compton’s initial findings on motivation by suggesting
that motives come from needs that are not being met at home, meaning the general
motive for travel is assumed to be for escape. This assumption was further clarified by
Crompton and McKay (1997) who found that although escape plays a large role in
motivation, there are multiple needs influencing it.
The factors motivate or create a desire to travel and a visitor’s actual decision to
visit such a destination is ensuing on their prior need for travel (Dann, 1977; Iso-Ahola,
1982; Nicholson & Pearce, 2001; Uysal, Gahan, & Martin, 1993), while pull factors refer
to external forces that influence the visitor’s decision about specific destinations. For
instance, the attractions in a destination area are considered as a pull response on the
individual, and resources normally considered as pull factors.
The push factors in tourism generally identify escape from ordinary life, searching for
self-esteem, social interaction, cultural learning/discovery and novelty/thrill (Mason &
Paggiaro, 2009) as main motivational factors. These are origin related which are
intangible or intrinsic desires of the individual travelers (Baloglu & Uysal, 1996). On the
other hand, pull factors are culture and history, wilderness, outdoor/nature, local cuisine
and core attractions (Mason & Paggiaro, 2009), as well as recreational activities, special
festival and events and other entertainment opportunities (Nicholson & Pearce, 2001).
Li and Petrick (2006) conclude from their review of festival and events that most
of the festival and events motivation studies have been conducted under the theoretical
frameworks of travel motivation. In terms of event tourism, Pizam, Neumann and Reichel
(1979) defined motivation as the set of needs that predisposes a person to participate in a
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tourist activity. Uysal, Gahan & Martin (1993) first proposed a theoretical framework of
event motivation dimensions and the variability of these motives by investigating the
County Corn festival and events in Traveler’s Rest, South Carolina, finding the five
motivation dimensions of escape, excitement/thrills, event novelty, socialization, and
family togetherness using 24 motivation items. Since Uysal, Gahan and Martin, other
researchers have also examined festival and events motivation using a similar scale.
Extending this research, Backman et al. (1995) examined travel motivation,
demographic characteristics, and the activities of those who had gone to festival and
events, special events or exhibitions based on data from the 1985 Pleasure Travel Survey,
finding the five dimensions of motivation of excitement, external, family, socializing, and
relaxation based on their analysis of twelve motivation items. These resulted in variables
that were statistically different. For example, it was found that older travelers are less
likely to be motivated by excitement to travel, while married people are more likely to
attend festival and events for family motives and single people are more motivated to
attend festival and events for excitement. At about the same time, Schneider and
Backman (1996) used Uysal, Gahan and Martin’s (1993) motivation scale to analyze 23
motivational items, finding five factor groupings: family togetherness, socialization,
festival and events atmosphere, escape, and event novelty/excitement. Using Crompton
and McKay (1997) is as a basis; a 28- item scale resulted in five factors, equilibrium
recovery, festival and events participation and learning, novelty seeking, socialization,
and cultural exploration. Chang (2006) classified tourists based on their motivation and
demographic characteristics using a cultural festival and events. This study was
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significant because it found cultural exploration, a dimension not studied before, to be the
most important factor. More recently extending this research area into Food Tourism.
Park, Reisinger and Kang (2008) examined the major factors motivating tourists to attend
the South Beach Wine and Food Festival in Miami Beach, Florida. For this study, fortyfour motivational items resulted in the seven motivation dimensions of tasting new wine
and food, enjoying the festival and events, enhancing social status, escaping from routine
life, meeting new people, spending time with family, and meeting the celebrity and wine
experts.
Subsequent research has found that the most recurrent dimensions for motivation
travel include socialization, family togetherness, novelty, escape, cultural exploration,
entertainment, and excitement (Uysal & Li, 2008). In addition, researchers have also
found that visitors cannot be treated as a homogenous entity because the factors may vary
depending on the festival and event (Uysal & Li, 2008), an area further investigated by
Woo’s recent work (2011) exploring how motivations ranked across different festival and
events product offerings. In addition, O’Toole, Harris and McDonnell (2011) explored
the common festival and events motivations of socialization, family togetherness, escape
from everyday life, learning new thing, excitement, and event novelty/uniqueness,
focusing on the socialization factor, finding that is about meeting new people, being with
friends, and socializing in a known group. In further research is was found that the
motivation for attending an event or festival and events motivation was to create greater
family togetherness, to be with friend and relatives and to do things together with group
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(Formica & Uysal, 1998; Lee, 2000; O’Toole, Harris & McDonnell, 2011). Table 2.2
shows a summary of the research on festival and events motivation.
While there are several different motivation factors studied, group motivation
studies have largely been defined by family togetherness. However, Formica and Uysal
(1998) defined the group togetherness for the group motivation factors. In the leisure,
travel, and event field, most individual participation occurs with other group members.
The travel group study was not focus on the tourism study however, Chen, Cheng, and
Hsu (2013) classified the four different travel group type as “family”, “friend”, “couple”,
and “solo traveler”. Even though they were classified group type, they were not focus on
motivation for the group together. In the further, it needs to study that how we classified
the travel group type and how they affect to motivation.
Table 2.1
Summary of the Festival and Events Motivation (modified from Li & Petrick, 2006)
Researcher

Motivation Factors

Methodology

Ralston & Crompton
(1988)

Stimulus seeking/ family togetherness/ social
contact/ meeting or observing new people/
learning and discovery/ escape from personal
and social pressures/ nostalgia

48 statements/ 5-point Likert
scale

Uysal et al. (1991)

Excitement/external/family/socializing/relaxati
on

12 motive items

Mohr et al. (1993)

Socialization/escape/family
togetherness/excitement, uniqueness/event
novelty

3 motive items/ 5-point
Likert scale

Uysal, Gahan, &
Martin (1993)

Escape/excitement, thrills/event
novelty/socialization/family togetherness

4 statements/ 5-point Likert
scale

Continued…/
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Table 2.1
Summary of the Festival and Events Motivation (modified from Li & Petrick, 2006)
Backman et al.,
(1995)
Schneider &
Backman (1996)
Crompton & Mckay
(1997)

Excitement/external/family/socializing/relaxati
on
Family togetherness/socialization/social
leisure/festival attributes/escape/event
excitement
Cultural exploration/novelty,
regression/gregariousness/recover
equilibrium/known-group socialization/external
interaction

12 motive items
23 motive items/ 5-point
Likert scale
31 motive items / 5-point
Likert scale

Formica & Uysal
(1998)

Socialization, entertainment/event attraction,
excitement/group togetherness/ cultural,
historical/family togetherness/site novelty

23 motive items / 5-point
Likert scale

Lee (2000)

Cultural exploration/escape/novelty/event
attractions/family togetherness/external group
socialization/known-group socialization

34 motive items / 5-point
Likert scale

Lee, Lee, & Wicks
(2004)

Cultural exploration/family
togetherness/novelty/escape (recover
equilibrium)/event attraction/socialization

31 motive items / 5-point
Likert scale

Lee & Beeler (2009)

Novelty/ Reminiscence/ Family togetherness/
Escaping from boredom/ Fun with friends

16 motive items / 5-point
Likert scale

O’Toole, Harris &
McDonnell (2011)

Socialization/family
togetherness/escape/learning new
things/excitement/novelty/uniqueness

23 motive items / 5-point
Likert scale

Duran & Hamarat
(2014)

Cultural exploration/ novelty/ socialization/
event attractions/ family togetherness/ escape
and excitement

21 motive items / 5-point
Likert scale

2.1.3 Festivalscape
According to current festival and events literature there is a positive relationship
between festival and events quality and participant satisfaction (Cole & Chancellor, 2009;
Lee, Petrick, & Crompton, 2007; Loureiro & Gonzalez, 2008; Yoon et al., 2010; Yuan &
Jang, 2008). Lee et al. (2007) studied festival and events quality in terms of
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festivalscapes at the International Andong Mask Dance Festival, examining the
relationship between festival and events quality and satisfaction, with Cole and
Chancellor (2009) finding in later research that festival and events quality strongly
influenced overall satisfaction. Service quality had a positive effect on tourists’
satisfaction. In other words, given the increasing competition of the current global
marketplace, customer retention or customer satisfaction strategies are becoming
increasingly more important, especially in the tourism domain. Service quality and
consumer satisfaction are affected by the physical environment in which a service is
performed, referred to here as the servicescape. Booms and Bitner (1981) defined
servicescape as the environment in which the service is assembled and in which seller
and customer interact, combined with tangible commodities that facilitate performance or
communication of service (cited in Masterson & Pickton, 2010).
More recently, Bitner (1992) extended this definition to include the physical
surroundings (e.g., lighting, color, signage, textures, quality of materials, style of
furnishings, layout, wall decor, temperature) that affect both employee performance/job
satisfaction and customer actions. These physical factors can be controlled to enhance or
constrain customer reactions as servicescape elements are an integral part of the service
encounter, providing customer cues for evaluating service delivery (cited in Lio & Rody,
2012).
More specifically, according to Bitner (1992), a servicescape has three basic
dimensions: (a) ambient conditions, (b) spatial layout and functionality and (c) signs,
symbols and artifacts. Ambient conditions are the factors affecting the perceptions of
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human responses to the environment. Generally affecting the five senses, ambient
conditions include the background characteristics of the environment such as
temperature, lighting, noise, music and scent. For example, in their study on the effects of
congruent and incongruent odors on purchase behavior. Mitchell, Kahn and Knasko
(1995) found that congruent odors increased processing time, holistic processing, selfreferences and variety-seeking behavior. Bitner (1992) defined spatial layout as "the
ways in which machinery, equipment and furnishings are arranged, the size and shape of
those items and the spatial relationships among them." According to him, the
functionality of these items facilitates performance and the achievement of goals. For
example, Garip and Unlu (2011) showed that the spatial layout of a retail store affects
spatial perception and consumer behavior, finding that that more products are purchased
from the more integrated spaces of the store. Concerning the last dimension, Bitner
(1992, p. 66) stresses that many items in the physical environment serve as explicit or
implicit signals that communicate about the place to its users. The quality of the
materials used in the construction, the artwork, the presence of certificates and
photographs on walls, the floor coverings and the personal objects displayed in the
environment can all communicate symbolic meanings and create an overall aesthetic
impression. Bitner (1992) gives an example of a restaurant where white tablecloths and
subdued lighting symbolically represent full service and high prices. Service quality is a
key driver in developing successful festival and events (Getz & Cheyne, 2002) as it is
well recognized that quality is a precursor of customers’ satisfaction.
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Recent studies show a need for more reliable and advanced measurements of
festival quality that can fully reflect the characteristics of a festival and events (Kim,
Ahn, & Wicks, 2014). In the festival and events domain, "festivalscape" is used rather
than "servicescape" (Garip & Unlu, 2011; Yang, Gu, & Cen, 2011). Festivalscape is a
broader concept than servicescape, one that according to Mason and Paggiaro (2012)
includes clear elements of originality. Lee, Lee, Lee, and Babin (2008) define
festivalscape as the general atmosphere experienced by festival patrons.
A festivalscape, therefore, involves many cues, and just as in retailing and service,
the tangible ones affect consumer attitudes and behavior (Baker, Grewal, &
Parasuranman, 1994; Bitner, 1992; Zeithaml, 1988). Lee et al. (2008) suggested the term
festivalscape, based on environmental psychology theory, to represents the general
atmosphere experienced by festival and events attendees. Because a festival and events is
an experienced good at a tangible place, they argue that the characteristics of the
perceived environment of the festival and events place influence customer attitude and
behavior. The seven factors of festivalscape were suggested as program content, staff,
facility, food, souvenirs, convenience, and information. Tkaczynski and Stokes (2010)
proposed FESTPERF as an festival and events specific model of service quality based on
SERVPERF, which refers to performance only measures of service quality. FESTPERF
consists of 16 items in the three dimensions of professionalism, environment, and core
services. In the food and wine festival research conducted by Mason and Paggiaro
(2012), festivalscape describes the general atmosphere experienced by festival and events
visitors. They were not only interested in linking festivalscape with behavioral aspects,
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but they also measured the sources of involvement and their entire profile in order to
understand visitors’ behavior at such events. In addition, Mason and Paggiaro (2012)
developed a multidimensional representation of festivalscape through three dimensions
referring to both atmosphere and the tangible factors of fun, comfort, and food, using
them to investigate event and festival and events individual satisfaction.

2.1.4 Satisfaction
Customer satisfaction has been an extensive research tradition for more than three
decades (Oliver, 1997). Early studies found only two factors of satisfaction: satisfiers and
dissatisfies (Swan and Combs, 1976). More recent research, however, has been based on
a three factor theory (Anderson, Fornell, & Mazvancheryl, 2004; Berman, 2005; Füller,
Matzler, & Faullant, 2006): Basic factors, excitement factors (satisfiers), and
performance factors (satisfiers), all being seen as having important implications for
practice (Berman, 2005).
The factors affecting tourist satisfaction have become a focal point for the
industry (Petrick, 2004), with satisfaction studies focusing on the influence of affective
reaction to consumption experience on post-purchase satisfaction judgment (Barsky &
Labagh, 1992; Madrigal, 1995; Oliver, 1993). With the concept of satisfaction being
interpreted differently by each individual, its definitions are varied. For academic
researchers satisfaction definitions involve a comparison between expectations and
experience (Petrick, Backman, & Bixler, 1999). Hunt (1997) defined customer
satisfaction as “not the pleasurableness of the experience; it is the evaluation rendered
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that the experience was at least as good as it was supposed to be” (p.459). His definition
of satisfaction implies a cognitive evaluation, a contrast to Hunt’s earlier research which
concluded that satisfaction is emotionally driven and which urged academic research to
focus on this aspect of customer satisfaction. Oliver (1997), Oh and Parks (1997) also
emphasized the customer’s emotional judgment as part of the construct of satisfaction
with their model that found the two components of expectation, and perception. Tourism
researchers has also defined satisfaction as emotional disconfirmation (Lee & Beeler,
2009).
More recently, the tourism research has recommended that tourist satisfaction
investigations should consider a tourist’s emotional state as part of the experience
(Coghlan & Pearce 2010; Lee, Lee, & Choi, 2011; Tung & Ritchie, 2011). As such, the
cognitive-affective model seems to merit continuing research attention. Noe (1987) in an
early endeavor in leisure satisfaction measurement conceptualized expressive, and
instrumental attributes in the measurement of satisfaction. While instrumental attributes
are related to cognitive elements, expressive attributes are more closely linked to
emotions as they reflect the importance of memory and event recollection (Coghlan &
Pearce, 2010).
The importance of satisfaction has been extensively discussed in the festival and
events field (Cole & Illum, 2006; Lee & Beeler, 2009). High level of the satisfaction will
retain visitor numbers and attract to more people based on recommendations from
previous festival and events participates’. Many festival and events studies have
attempted to understand the relationship between satisfaction and behavioral intention.
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Studies have aimed to identify factors that affect this relationship in order to develop
strategies that will enhance visitor satisfaction. For example, Cole and Illum (2006)
demonstrated a relationship between service quality, satisfaction and behavioral
intentions. Kim, Sun, and Mahoney (2008) also revealed that festival-related activities
have a positive direct effect on satisfaction of cultural festival and events visitors.
Festival related activities that are chosen with knowledge of participant characteristics
could increase festival and events satisfaction. Thus, it is important tool to promote the
festival and events and attract to more people though understanding, and catering to,
attendees’ characteristics (Abreu-Novais & Arcodia, 2013). For example, according to
Liang, Illum, and Cole (2008), there were show different level of satisfaction is impacted
by travel distance. Ko, Kim, Kim, Lee, and Cattani (2010) examined potential attendees’
level of satisfaction by gender and age. Additionally, festivalscape is an important tool
for examining the examined the level of festival and events satisfaction based on the
environment of the festival place. Lee et al. (2008) suggested that festivalscape to
represents the general atmosphere experienced by festival and events attendees. Program
content, staff, facility, food, souvenirs, convenience, and information have all been used
to evaluate festivalscape satisfaction. When increasing the number of the festival
attendees’, festival satisfaction studies will focus more on evaluative measurements of
variables that will capture attendees’ desires.
Many of researchers also have argued whether a single measure or multiple
measures are more appropriate for assessing overall satisfaction (Petrick, 1999). Mason
and Nassivera (2013) determined that attendees’ overall satisfaction was related to the
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food product and the total consumer experience of quality service, product, organization
and information. Overall satisfaction has been defined as “an overall evaluation based on
the total purchase and consumption experience with a good or service over time”
(Anderson, Fornell, & Lehmann, 1994, p. 54). Thus, overall satisfaction builds on the
total experience of festival and events attendees based upon both the quality attributes
and information (e.g., advertising, price) that are under the provider’s control. In the
research reported here, satisfaction was operationalized as overall satisfaction since it was
based on overall festival and events value evaluated by the composite of quality
dimensions.

2.1.5 Future Intention
The literature concerning intention is related to service quality, satisfaction and
revisit intention (e.g. Baker & Crompton, 2000; Lee & Beeler, 2009; Liang et al., 2008;
Petrick, 2004; Thrane, 2002). To understand, explain and predict human behavior,
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) established a hypothetical structure. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975)
noted that the variables external to the model are assumed to influence intentions only to
the extent that they affect either attitudes or subjective norms. They have proposed an
extension of the theory of reasoned action by incorporating the notion of perceived
control over behavioral achievement as a determinant of behavioral intentions and
behavior (Ajzen, 1985). According to the theory of reasoned action (TRA), people
generate realistic decisions on existing information. TRA explained that people are
thoughtful about the consequences of their action before getting involved in the action.
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TRA is designed to enhance the estimation of a person’s intentions because it is
considered as an influential predictor of the judgment of their practice patterns in the
future (Kim & Han 2010). One of the important concepts of the TRA is belief (Fishbein
& Ajzen, 1975). One remarkable characteristic of belief is that it can be restructured over
time, and people use their most recent beliefs when making decisions. According to the
study of Fishbein and Ajzen (2011), direct impacts of behavioral beliefs toward attitude
have been confirmed. According to Albarracin, Johnson, Fishbein, and Muellerleile
(2001), past behavior has been linked to attitude base on the TRA. The findings of Cheng,
Lam, and Hsu (2005) demonstrate that attitude toward a behavior explains an individual’s
general positive or negative beliefs and assessments of that behavior. Ajzen (1985)
developed the theory of reasoned action further by including another variable that
specifies the degree to which individuals are able to make their own decisions about
acting in a certain way. The expanded theory is the called theory of planned behavior
(TPB). TPB includes beliefs regarding the possession of requisite resources and
opportunities for performing a given behavior. The more resources and opportunities
individuals think they possess, the greater their perceived behavioral control over the
behavior. As in the case of behavioral and normative beliefs, it is also possible to separate
these beliefs and treat them as partly independent determinants of behavior. Ajzen (1985)
included perceived behavioral control over the behavior and external variable as
demographic variables, attitudes towards targets, personality traits and other individual
difference variables in TRA model.
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The use of the TPB to examine visitors’ motivations is well documented in the
tourism literature. First, Sparks (2007) developed a structural model based on the TPB to
study individuals’ motivations to become involved in wine tourism, or take a wine
tourism ‘holiday’ within the next 12 months. Apart from normative influences and
perceived control, the author adapted attitude towards the behavior, re-labeling it as
‘attitude toward past wine holiday’. Sparks (2007) also included an additional construct,
‘emotional attitude’, which is based on the notion that wine tourism is fundamentally an
experiential activity. Thus, emotional attitude was based on such elements as food and
wine involvement, core wine and destination experience, and personal development. As
Sparks (2007) noticed, however, emotional attitude was unrelated to intentions; instead,
perceived control was the main predictor to wine tourism involvement. Further, Sparks
(2007) concluded that, while subjective norms appeared to be a significant predictor,
suggesting the influential role of ‘reference groups’, including family members, overall,
perceived control and past attitude were the most significant predictors. Hsu and Huang
(2012) endeavored to identify Chinese tourists’ motivational factors to travel to Hong
Kong. They extended the TPB, proposing various additional motivational factors:
knowledge, relaxation, novelty, and shopping. Hsu and Huang (2012) found that, while
all motivational factors had a positive impact on attitude, shopping was the only factor,
which significantly influenced behavioral intention. In contrast, knowledge, relaxation,
and novelty did not have any significant effect on behavioral intention (Hsu & Huang,
2012). Han, Hsu, and Sheu (2010) designed a refined model and tested the TPB ‘to
explain the formation of hotel customers’ intentions to visit a green hotel’ (p. 325). Their
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findings suggest the usefulness of the TPB, in that all predictors, attitude, perceived
behavioral control, and subjective norm had an impact on respondents’ intentions to
patronize a green hotel.
The findings from the existing literature reveals empirical evidence supporting the
interrelationship between service qualities, satisfaction and revisit intention. In their
study, Mohr et al. (1993) of a festival in Greenville, South Carolina, USA, argued that
repeat visitors were more satisfied than first time ones, suggesting that festival and events
satisfaction affected re-visit behavior. Liang et al. (2008) examined the behavioral
intentions of festival and events visitors, identifying that enjoyment, socialization and
history appreciation all influence the intention to attend festival and events. In further
research, Cole and Chancellor (2009) found that the quality of programs, entertainment
and amenities influence visitors’ overall experience, which affects satisfaction and
ultimately the behavioral intention to revisit a festival and events. More recently, Chi,
Chua, Othman, and Karim (2013) surveyed visitors as they departed from Malaysia,
finding their satisfaction with the food experience (a positive, mental culinary image) led
to tourist satisfaction, which, in turn, affected their behavioral intentions, including revisit
intentions, while Mason and Nassivera (2013) reported that the quality of and satisfaction
with a food festival can affect behavioral intentions. However, they found inconsistencies
in their model in relation to prior research on the interactions between quality and
satisfaction, meaning that it was not clear how these constructs influenced behavioral
intention. Although they confirmed the theoretical approach that quality precedes
satisfaction, they deduced the following sequence: “evaluation - emotional response -
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reiteration, thus supporting the connection between perceived quality (evaluative
construct), satisfaction (emotional response) and behavioral intention (reiteration)”
(Mason & Nassivera, 2013, p. 176). Behavior intention is defined as the individual’s
intention to perform a given behavior, this intention indicating how hard people are
willing to try and how much effort they plan to exert in order to perform a behavior that
is under volitional control (Ajzen, 1991). As the research reported here focused on the
relationship among group members, it included both the individual intention and group
intention.

2.2 Group Cohesion
2.2.1 Definition of Group Cohesion
Cohesion can be defined as the group members’ inclination to forge social bonds,
resulting in the members sticking together and becoming united (Carron, 1982). While
other definitions focus on interpersonal fondness between group members, these
definitions are not universally accepted by researchers (Summers, Coffelt, & Horton,
1988). The characteristic of members to unite reflects a basic life force found in any
group, which is defined as central adherence or cohesion. On this broader level,
“cohesion is defined as the state of cohering and comes from the Latin ‘cohaesus,’ to
cleave or stick together. Cohesion is used in physics to denote the force of attraction with
which molecules of a body are united” (Hartman, 1981, p. 256).
According to many scholars, the first attempts at defining group cohesion resulted
in a variety of views but with no acceptable unified definition. One of the earliest
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definitions to receive attention was that of Festinger (1950), who defined cohesion as “all
the forces acting on the members to remain in the group” (p. 274). However, this
definition has often been misquoted resulting in years of misunderstood assumptions
(Mudrack, 1989). Shaw (1981) described cohesiveness as the degree that members like
each other and desire to remain a part of the group, while Langfred (1998) suggested
cohesion was “the extent to which group members feel a part of the group and their
desire to remain in the group” (p. 127). Other definitions have included mutual positive
attitudes (Lott & Lott, 1965), attraction to the group (Cartwright & Zander, 1968; Evans
& Jarvis, 1986), group connectedness (Budman, Soldz, Demby, Davis, & Merry, 1993, p.
202), and a basic bond or uniting force (Piper, Marrache, Lacroix, Richardsen, & Jones,
1983, p. 93). According to Chiocchio and Essiembre (2009), the relative strength of the
effect of these dependencies may vary based on context and task; in general, cohesion is a
remarkably robust process in teams.
As cohesion research has spread across different areas of research, inconsistencies
in its definition and measurement have inevitably occurred (Greer, 2012). However, from
Festinger et al. (1950) to Chiocchio and Essiembre (2009), researchers have agreed that
attraction to the group is an important element of group cohesion, the exact
dimensionality of cohesion and its effects across different type of groups and group
contexts. A highly cohesive group can be a compelling and attractive environment for
each of its members, in certain important respects becoming a symbol and validation of
one’s identity. As meta-analysis suggests, the need for affiliation seeks reciprocal
validation of identity, achieving it partly through the ego reinforcement that membership
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in a group offers. Over the past 20 years, Carron et al. (1985) have collectively
investigated cohesion extensively in sports teams and other physical activity groups,
proposing a theory-driven hierarchical conceptual model to examine cohesion. In other
words, group cohesion studies have shown that there are various kinds of attractions or
needs for joining a group, with much of the cohesion research concluding on two types of
attractiveness: One is social satisfaction; that is, the degree to which the group is
attractive and provides social opportunities, and the second is a sociometric (Kellerman,
1981) one that is based upon the degree to which members are attracted to close personal
association with others in the group based on a hierarchical conceptual model.

2.2.2 Group Cohesion in Small Groups
Historically, cohesion has been considered the most important small group
variable (Carron & Brawley, 2012), with past research suggesting that there are six kinds
of small social groups: (1) family; (2) adolescent; (3) work; (4) committee, (5) problemsolving, and creative; and (6) task and therapy (Argyle, 1996). According to the
Kivlighan, Coco, and Gullo (2015), the effect of group is important for two reasons, the
first being that its presence indicates that members share a common experience, the factor
that is the defining feature of group theories (Yalom & Leszcz, 2005). The second reason
is that the presence of a group effect is a prerequisite for aggregating individual variables
into a group construct. Small groups in particular increase the saliency of peer sharing
behavior and the emotions of each member. One of the potential reasons why group
cohesion has had such an important impact on the field of small group research and
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beyond is that it is one of the few areas research where the main conclusion from the
literature, i.e., that cohesion is moderately positive for group performance, has remained
relatively constant over the years as evidenced by multiple meta-analyses (Beal, Cohen,
Burke, & McLendon, 2003; Chiocchio & Essiembre, 2009; Evan & Dion, 1991).
Paralleling the advances in the theoretical development of group cohesion over
the last decades, the measurement of group cohesion has also substantially evolved
(Greer, 2012). The spread of cohesion research across disciplines has meant that methods
for researching group cohesion have had to evolve to fit various contexts. In addition,
with increasing awareness of the importance of identifying and accounting for levels of
analysis in small group research (Bonito, Ruppel, & Keyton, 2012), cohesion research is
increasingly conducted from a multi- or group-level perspective, rather than utilizing
individual level analyses of individual perceptions.
Greer (2012) delineated the history of the research on group cohesion, the five
seminal studies being outlined in Table 2.2. Drescher, Burlingame, and Fuhriman (1985)
investigated both experimental and operational cohesion. However, they focused
extensively on the antecedent of group cohesion and not on the impact of group cohesion
on team performance. A growing body of research subsequently investigated the positive
effects of team cohesion across different team contexts (Evans & Dion, 1991; 2012).
Carron and Brawley (2000) introduced explicit guidelines on how both the definitions
and measurement of cohesion can best be pretested and adapted to new contexts, their
research providing a useful reminder of the theoretical and empirical considerations
needed for conducting interdisciplinary research on group cohesion and other topics.
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Finally, Pescosolido & Saavedra (2012) reviewed the effects of cohesion in research on
sports teams up to the present day in response to Carron and Brawley’s (2000) suggestion
that such a study was needed.

Table 2.2
History of the Small Groups Cohesion
Drescher, Burlingame,
& Fuhriman

1985

Evans & Dion

1991

Gully, Devine, &
Whitney

1995

Carron & Brawley

2000

Pescosolido

2012

Identified important parameters to consider when
defining and operationalizing cohesion
Presented an important meta-analysis of literature
focusing on group performance
Investigated the effect of the level of analysis and
task interdependence through a meta-analysis of
cohesion and performance
Addressed the wide range of cross-task and
discipline research
Reviewed the developments surrounding cohesion
research in the area of sports team.

2.2.3 Dimension of Group Cohesiveness
Based on the results of cohesion studies, researchers maintain that it is not enough
to develop a cohesion inventory by collating items from the variety of instruments
available in the literature and then subjecting that item pool to factor analysis. The
researchers who do so to determine the underlying nature of cohesiveness are impacted
by psychometric and conceptual limitations (Carron & Brawley, 2012). To develop an
operational measure of cohesion, whether for work teams, sports groups, musical groups,
or others, the theoretician must proceed from a conceptual model of a construct grounded
in group dynamics theory because a lack of conceptual clarity leads to inadequate or
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inappropriate measurement procedures that, in turn, lead to results that, at best, are
equivocal and at their worst cannot be interpreted (Carron & Brawley, 2012).
While social psychologists show there are several measurement factors for group
cohesiveness, Mullen and Cooper (1994) suggest conceptualization of group cohesion.
While earlier researchers were interested in group cohesion as indicator of an individual’s
desire to remain a member of a group, Mullen and Cooper examined the relationship
between construct and performance, specifically, the motivation of members of cohesive
groups to advance its objectives and to participate in its activities. They were show the
more clear theoretical conceptual of cohesiveness than other researchers. Mullen and
Cooper (1994) conceptualized the three dimensions of (a) interpersonal attraction; (b)
commitment to task; and (c) group pride based on a meta-analysis of the appropriate
literature.
Interpersonal Attraction
In the middle of the 20th century, many psychological theories and models were
proposed to account for interpersonal attraction and its role in the development and
maintenance of relationships. Despite their differences, most of them, however, have
attempted to account for a frequently found effect whereby similarity in personally
important attitudes, beliefs, or other individual characteristics result in mutual liking
(Byrne, 1971). This effect has been explained in terms of the acquired, reinforcing value
of similarity or the instrumentality of similarity in predicting the behavior of others and in
controlling the environment (Byrne, 1971; Byrne & Clore, 1967). Furthermore, by
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facilitating prediction as well as control of the environment, similarity may reduce
interpersonal costs and increase interpersonal rewards (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).
In general the findings from the literature suggest that the aspect of cohesiveness
are related positively with performance (Guzzo & Shea, 1992; Zaccaro & McCoy, 1988).
In most cases interpersonal attraction has been studied as the decision of members to
participate in a group rather than as the decision to produce an artifact, service, or good
(Lott & Lott, 1965; March & Simon, 1958). In other words, interpersonal attraction
measures have focused primarily on the feelings of members towards others in the group.
Hackman (1976) was the first researcher to make this distinction between attractiveness
to the group and commitment to the task. However, past research has reported that group
members who were highly committed to the task were more productive than those with
less concerned about it (Mudrack, 1989; Zaccaro & Lowe, 1986; Zaccaro & McCoy,
1988). For example, Zaccaro (1991) demonstrated that task cohesion was more strongly
related than interpersonal attraction with the individual performance and lower
absenteeism of a cadet corps at a university. Interpersonal attraction has been defined
among group members as the relationship between an antecedent and consequent variable,
with researchers (Lott & Lott, 1965; March & Simon, 1958) studying the effect of the
attraction among members on the decision to participate in a festival and events. In other
words, interpersonal attraction measures have focused primarily on the feelings of
members towards others in the group.
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Group Pride
Previous research has distinguished two forms of pride, authentic and hubristic
(Tracy & Robins, 2007), with current studies focusing on the former, which has been
found most relevant in achievement contexts. Group pride occurs when a person
attributes progress on or success of a task to the joint efforts of the group. Although
group pride may not be completely independent from self-pride, the focus of these two
emotions differs: self-pride relates to the achievements of an individual group member,
while group pride refers to the achievements of the group as a whole (Zander, Fuller, &
Armstrong, 1972). Group members may feel proud about the group’s achievements but
not as satisfied with their own contribution; conversely, group members may feel proud
of their personal achievement but disappointed with the group performance. Group pride
may spread among the members of a group because its referent is shared among the
different members (Delvaux, Meeussen, & Mesquita, 2015). However, the object of selfpride is not shared among group members, and pride itself underlines the difference
among the members as it signals a status differential (Dickens & DeSteno, 2014; Tiedens,
Elssworth, & Mesquita, 2000).
Group pride and respect within groups – the proposed mediators in the groupvalue model – have been assessed using newly developed instruments. Questions
measuring group pride were drawn from scales designed to measure the affective and
evaluative aspects of identification with groups (Brown, Condor, Mathews, Wade, &
Williams, 1986; Tajfel, 1978) and scales designed to measure affective evaluations of
organizations (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986).
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Commitment to Task
Commitment in the context of the study reported here will refer to the
involvement and willingness of group members to invest personal effort to complete a
task. Given that group cohesiveness and commitment to task enhance productivity in a
task-oriented group (Berkowitz, 1956; Goodacre, 1956), Berkowitz hypothesized that
task-focused self-disclosure will enhance group cohesiveness because it focuses group
members on the task, suggesting an increased commitment when its completion is seen
as in the best interests of group members. Similarly, he further hypothesized that this
willingness or commitment to task will be manifested in increased production, and that
task-focused self-disclosure will increase both commitment to task and group
cohesiveness, resulting in increased efficiency.
Asch (1952) suggests that the basic condition for shared psychological fields
involves the task interdependence of people and face-to-face interaction. Every individual
in the group is dependent on the other members fulfilling their obligations in achieving a
common goal, a dependence that is immediate and perceptible rather than remote and
long-term (Katz & Kahn, 1978, p. 376). This conclusion is supported by the earlier work
of Rice (1958; reprinted in 2013), who found that group members identified with the
group task and its accomplishment as well as with his/her own contribution to it. The
meta-analysis researchers (Hunter, Schmidt, & Jackson, 1982; Evan & Dion, 2012;
Mullen & Cooper, 1994) suggest that commitment, therefore, is a psychological act
between an individual and the task.
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In their work, March and Simon (1958), Kanter (1968) and Dubin, Champoux, &
Porter, (1975) explored the relationship between attitude and action. According to these
researchers, a decision by organizational members to produce is clearly related to their
commitment to exert effort on behalf of the organization's goals, while Kanter (1968)
describes commitment as the willingness of social actors to give their energy and loyalty
to social systems. More specifically, Dubin et al. (1975) outlined the behaviors exhibited
by organizationally committed individuals, saying that the three major components of the
construct include a strong desire to remain a member of a particular organization, a
willingness to exert high levels of effort on behalf of the organization, and a “definite
belief in and acceptance of the values and goals of the organization” (p. 414). Further
research (Koch & Steers, 1978; Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulain, 1974) has found that
this level of commitment is not only a predictor of employee retention but also of
employee effort and performance (Mowday, Porter & Dubin, 1977; Mowday, Steers &
Porter, 1979).
Organizational theorists and social psychologists appear to agree that commitment
is a multidimensional determinant of organizational effectiveness (Etzioni, 1964;
Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Katz & Kahn, 1978; March & Simon, 1958; Steers, 1977;
Tannenbaum, 1968). Organizational commitment has been defined as the degree of'
loyalty or morale the individual feels toward the organization. However, the difference
between individual commitment to the organization and an individual's commitment to an
organizational task has not been adequately differentiated. Katz and Kahn (1978) assert
that individuals can be activated to move toward the goals of the group because these
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goals represent their own values or self-concepts. People so motivated are usually
described as having a sense of mission, direction, or commitment. In most organizations,
there is a small core of such committed members who have internalized the values of the
system (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Similarly, Kiesler and Sakumura (1966) define
commitment as a pledging or binding of the individual to behavioral acts. An individual's
commitment to an act represents the care (i.e., positive regard) in which the person and
the act are linked in a unit relationship (Kiesler, 1971). According to Kiesler (1971), a
binding of an act to oneself is equated with feelings of responsibility for that act.
Positive regard is a cognitive/affective response which describes the deeper
psychological, behavioral, and attitudinal responses of group members. Members’
attachment to a group is based on their positive regard for it, also known as the group's
cohesiveness (Katz & Kahn, 1978). In contrast, members' commitment to the task implies
their positive regard for the task, known as task commitment. Etzioni (1964) refers to the
degree to which an organization reaches its goals as the organization's (group's)
effectiveness, while efficiency is measured by the resources used to produce a unit of
output. He also suggests that the group will attempt to find a new goal as soon as the old
one is completed successfully.
Studies on commitment have been made more difficult by a lack of agreement
concerning how best to conceptualize and measure the concept (Mowday, Steers, &
Porter, 1979). Buchanan (1974) suggests that commitment is an affective attachment to
an organization apart from the purely instrumental work of the relationship, while Cook
and Wall (1980) refer to commitment as an individual's affective reactions to the
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characteristics of the employing organization. They assert that commitment is concerned
with feelings of attachment to the goals and values for their own sake rather than for their
strictly instrumental value. As a positive outcome of the quality of the work experience,
the concept can be regarded as a factor contributing to subjective well-being at work
(Cook & Wall, 1980).
While Buchanan (1974) and Cook and Wall (1980) do not differentiate between
group members' perceptions toward task and their perceptions towards group, this
differentiation becomes essential when discussing the construct of productivity (Katz &
Kahn, 1978; March & Simon, 1958). Although approaches to the definition of
commitment may vary considerably (Becker, 1960), research has proposed that this
concept may provide reliable links between attitude and behavior (Koch & Steers, 1978),
suggesting a link between commitment and productivity. Productivity is increased by the
members' commitment to task, not by their attachment to the group, and this commitment
to task, i.e. job, exists to the extent that a group member perceives that he/she is
connected to a task. This definition is similar to those suggested by Hrebiniak and Alluto
(1972), Salancik (1977) and Johnson (1973) in their discussion of behavioral
commitment (Farrell & Rusbult, 1981).
Group Environment
As group environment indicates the different types of group such as sports groups,
musical groups, work team groups among other (Carron & Brawley, 2012), there is not
clear definition of the concept in the field. Although cohesion is a property of groups,
group dynamics literature recognizes that the term group has been used to represent a
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large variety of social aggregates, including, for example, minimal groups (Robinson,
1996). Even groups that may be considered purely “social” in nature have an instrumental
basis for their formation. Thus, for example, acquaintances that choose to form a social
club to develop or maintain their friendship cohere for an instrumental reason. Group
environment is important factor that can have a positive effect on group performance.
Carron et al. (1985) used multidimensional measures of cohesion in their Group
Environment Questionnaire (GEQ) in the field of sports psychology, one which Dion’s
(2000) seminal review of cohesion concepts and measures features prominently as one of
the more contemporary approaches for examining the many research questions associated
with teams and groups in sport and physical activity. However, as noted by its developers
(Brawley, Carron, & Widmeyer, 1987; Carron, Brawley, & Widmeyer, 2002), the
refinement of a measure, including its reliability and validity, is an ongoing process. The
GEQ evolved from the definition of cohesion as “a dynamic process that is reflected in
the tendency for a group to stick together and remain united in the pursuit of its
instrumental objectives and/or for the satisfaction of member affective needs” (Carron,
Brawley, & Widmeyer, 1998, p. 213).
In a critique of how social cohesion was conceptualized in connection with the
GEQ, Carless and De Paola (2000) proposed a need for research to “explore an expanded
definition of social cohesion” (p. 85), suggesting future efforts developing a construct of
social cohesion consider the role of related variables such as communication, supportive
social behavior, and cooperation in social cohesion. In addition, they adapted and revised
the GEQ for work teams, finding the group level of analysis to be more critical than the
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individual level. Chang and Bordia (2001) studied student work teams using only the
group level items of the GEQ, finding evidence of a stronger relationship between social
cohesion and performance within a group context necessitating an increased demand for
creativity and group interaction.
Group Development
Group development, as a concept describing dynamic patterns of interaction over
time in small group, is well established in the literature. In the 1950s, Bales (Bales, 1950)
studied phase patterns in problem-solving groups and suggested the equilibrium model
that described the generic challenge groups have to find a balance between task-oriented
and socio-emotional needs. According to Tuckman, the group development has been
criticized by McGrath model. The model does not involve contextual factors and the
research behind the model is not based on what happens the real-life groups over time.
Wheelan (2005) developed by studying real-life group with Integrated Model of Group
Development (IMGD). The researchers concluded that both IMGD and punctuated
equilibrium models complement each other as they focus on different aspects of
functioning (Verdi & Wheelan, 1992; Wheelan, Davidson, & Tilin, 2003; Wheelan &
Hochberger, 1996; Wheelan & Krasick, 1993; Wheelan & Mckeage, 1993).
In view of the general consensus that groups develop across time, extensive
reviews of the literature have been conducted to consolidate previous work and to
propose a unified model of group development (Tuckman & Jensen, 1977; Wheelan,
1990; 1994). The Group Development (Carew & Parisi, 1988) includes seven
characteristics thought to represent high functioning teams: productivity, empathy,
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empowerment, roles and goals, flexibility, open communication, and recognition and
morale.
Group Type
Most of the small group research was focus on the family in psychology field.
The group in human society is often overlooked by small group researches and
consequently there are an important feature of the family group which have never been
exemplified in small group experiments or theorizing. Keyton (1993) defined five
different group types as family, adolescent groups, work group, committees, and therapy
group.
Based on the psychology small group type research, group type refers to family,
friends, club members, community groups or organizations. Chen, Cheng, and Hsu
(2013) classified the four different travel group type as “family”, “friend”, “couple”, and
“solo traveler”.
Even most of the quantitative research have personal information for the group
type, there was not enough theoretical supporting. Pescosolido and Saavedra (2012)
considered why and how group cohesion influences behavior in sports teams and why
and how it operates differently in different group types of teams. They did not find
different group types of influences when functioning under different operating systems.
There is little knowledge regarding the basic information of the effect between group
cohesion and performance from different types of groups.
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Group Size
Group size has been shown to affect the amount of several other phenomena,
including the participants’ effect (Mullen, Salas, & Driskell, 1989), the relative
heterogeneity effect (Mullen & Hu, 1989), the in-group bias effect (Mullen, Brown, &
Smith, 1992), and social projection effect (Mullen & Hu, 1989). Larger groups tend to
encourage de-individuation among group members. It is well established that as group
size increases, members’ liking for the group (Indik, 1965; Katz, 1949; Slater, 1958) and
performance and trend to decrease. According to the Mullen and Cooper (1994), in large
groups both cohesiveness and performance are probably reduced to low levels, and the
resultant lack of variability in cohesiveness and performance in large groups results in
smaller cohesiveness-performance effect.
A small group is gathering of people interacting and communicating
interpersonally over time in order to reach a goal (Argyle, 1996). According to Cathcart
et al. (1996), there are five basic elements of a group that distinguish it from any general
collection of individual: number, purpose, belongingness, interfacing and expectations.
The number of people is significant in-group research. According to Argyle (1996) small
groups are defined as anywhere from two to fifteen. However, it is hard to define the
optimum group size for effective participation and quality output.
Many studies have reported the total number of ideas generated based on group
size (Paulus, Kohn, Arditti, & Korde, 2013). The literature suggests that large groups
have more ideas than small groups. However, the small groups show more cohesiveness
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in their ideas, rather than high variability that comes from larger groups. Therefore,
despite fewer individuals and ideas, the ideas are often more highly related.
There are many studies looking at cohesion and group size in terms of group
members’ communication, behavior, group satisfaction, decision-making, effectiveness
and environment (Borko & Putnam, 1996). Each of the above variables have different
effects depending on the size of the group.

2.3 Conceptual Framework
2.3.1 Part 1 of Conceptual Framework
Based on a meta analysis of the academic literature, Mullen and Cooper (1994)
conceptualized that group cohesiveness was composed of the following three dimensions:
(a) interpersonal attraction; (b) commitment to task; and (c) group pride. Interpersonal
attraction refers to the decision of each group member to participate in a specific group.
James and Thomas (1974) pointed out that interpersonal attraction was composed of the
following three aspects. There were (a) social attraction, (b) physical attraction, and (c)
task attraction. The second dimension identified by Mullen and Cooper (1994),
commitment to task, refers to each group member’s involvement and willingness to
invest personal effort to complete a task. The final dimension of cohesiveness is group
pride. Group pride refers to pride a positive self-conscious emotion arising from
achievements that can be attributed to one’s abilities or efforts.
This study adapted the group cohesiveness theory proposed by Mullen and
Cooper (1994) and applied it to the study of a festival. As shown in Figure 2.1, the first
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part of this conceptual framework focuses on group cohesiveness which has two
dimensions. First, the interpersonal attraction of the group cohesiveness dimension is
examined for each group members’ attraction in the three aspects social, physical, and
task identified by James and Thomas (1974). The social attraction aspect is the feeling
about each group members’ social relationship and friendship. The physical attraction
aspect is more focused on the charm or appearance of attraction held among the members
of the same group. The last aspect in the framework is task attraction. In this study, it is
refers to respect held for by members of the same group for ability to evaluate
festivalscape.
Group pride, the second dimension of group cohesiveness refers to the affective
and evaluative aspects of each group members’ identification with the group. There are
six cognitive satisfaction by level of agreement as satisfy being part of the member in a
group.
One of the three dimensions, commitment to task, was not included as a
dimension of group cohesiveness rather it was named as a factor of group development as
suggest by Carew and Parisi (1988).
Group cohesiveness as shown Figure 2.1 both direct and indirect impact on
festivalscape. Two mediating factors, group environment and group development were
incorporated in the first part of conceptual framework, based on a review of the academic
literature and personal communication with members of the faculty in Psychology
Department at Clemson University.
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Group environment indicated the social-environmental characteristics of a variety
of types of groups for the mediation effect between group cohesiveness and festivalscape.
Even though, group environment was developed based on past research on group
cohesion and on group dynamic literature (Carron et al., 1985), it is focused on the social
environment among group members.
The second mediating factor, group development, not only refers to the seven
characteristics thought to represent high functioning teams: productivity, empathy,
empowerment, roles and goals, flexibility, open communication, and recognition and
morale (Carew & Parisi, 1988) but also include the dimension of commitment to task in
this conceptual framework.
Two moderating factors group type and group size were included in part 1 of the
conceptual framework. In this study, group type refers to family, friends, club members,
community groups or organizations. Chen, Cheng, and Hsu (2013) classified the four
different travel group type as “family”, “friend”, “couple”, and “solo traveler”. While
this research was focused on the group level by festival attendees’, it did not include solo
travelers.
In the past, festival studies have largely focused on demographic variables to
define their groups. However, the second moderating factor of group size is similar to
‘travel party size’, which has not received as much attention in the festival literature. To
address this gap, this study postulates group size as moderation having an effect on
festivalscapes.
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Figure 2.1

Part 1 of the conceptual framework: Cohesiveness [adapted from Mullen
& Cooper (1994)].

In sum, the first part of this conceptual framework showed the relationship
between group cohesiveness, two mediation factors group environment, group
development, and two moderation factors group party type and group size.

2.3.2 Part 2 of Conceptual Framework
The second part of this proposed conceptual framework, Figure 2.2, consists of
the dimensions of festivalscape, overall satisfaction and intention to revisit the festival.
Although festival satisfaction has been investigated by many research (Anderson, Fornell,
& Lehmann, 1994; Coghlan & Pearce, 2010; Mason, & Nassivera, 2013; Petrick, 1999),
recent research findings have shown a need for more reliable and advanced
measurements of festival and events satisfaction that can fully reflect the characteristics
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of an festival and events (Kim et al., 2014). Festivalscape is similar conceptually to the
notion of servicescape as discussed by Bitner et al. (1981). Mason and Paggiaro (2012)
contributed to the body of academic research by developing a multidimensional
representation festivalscape dimensions referring to both atmosphere and the tangible
factors of comfort, fun, and product, using them to investigate festival and events
individual satisfaction. Overall satisfaction has been defined from Anderson, Fornell, and
Lehmann (1994). The overall satisfaction builds on the total experience of festival
attendees based upon both the quality attributes and information (e.g., advertising, price)
that are under the provider’s control. In the research reported here, satisfaction was
operationalized as overall satisfaction since it was based on overall festival value
evaluated by the composite of quality dimensions.
In this study refer to both intention at the individual and group level. Intention
defined as the individuals’ intention to indicate if their making the decision to revisit the
festival.
According to Ajzen (1991) this notion is comprised of two dimension (a) how
hard people are willing to try, (b) how much effort they effort they plan to exert in order
to perform a behavior that is under volitional control.
Group intention to revisit was also included in this conceptual framework. The
same two dimensions were used to capture the notion of the group dimension.
Group dimension is important because it addressed the need for expanding
academic festival research as point out by Gelder and Robinson (2013).
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Figure 2.2.

Part 2 of the conceptual framework: Festivalscape, overall satisfaction, &
intention.

2.3.3 Final Conceptual Framework
The full conceptual framework is shown Figure 2.3. This conceptual framework
incorporated both part 1 and 2 to investigate the relationship among festival attendees’
group cohesiveness, their perception of festivalscape, overall satisfaction, and intention.
The conceptual framework proposed three direct impact of (1) festival attendees’
cohesiveness to festivalscape, (2) festivalscape to overall satisfaction, and (3) overall
satisfaction to intention.
In addition, the mediating impact of group environment and group development
on the relationship between these three direct effects. Further it proposes that there is in
additional impact between group cohesiveness at festivalscape, overall satisfaction, and
intention. Group party type and group size were added to the conceptual framework as
moderating factors to test their direct influence other factors festivalscape, overall
satisfaction, and intention.
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Figure 2.3. The final conceptual framework-integrating Part 1 & 2.
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CHAPTER THREE
PILOT TEST
This chapter provides the details of the pilot test. It begins with a discussion of
how the researchers were trained, followed by the procedures used to used to select the
sample and develop the survey. Next the data is described, and finally the last section of
this chapter concludes with a description of the data analysis and the conclusions drawn
from this study.

3.1 Research Training
In addition to the primary researcher, two additional assistants were employed to
collect the data for the pilot test. Prior to data collection, the primary researcher
developed a one-hour workshop to train these two assistants with respect to the process
for selecting groups to include in the study, for requesting their participation in the study,
and for collecting the data. The second component of this training workshop focused on
technical training, specifically, the assistant researchers received general training related
on how to administer the survey utilizing iPad technology. These researchers were
instructed on how to distribute the iPads so that each member of a selected group
received the survey.
The researchers were also trained on how to complete the survey record sheet. On
this sheet each researcher recorded how many people were in each group that completed
the survey and the number of groups who refused to participate in the study. Each
researcher also recorded the location where the survey was conducted (food court, stage
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area, or the main event street). Finally, the researchers recorded the length of time it took
for all members of the group to complete the survey.

3.2 Study Sites: Bluffton Arts and Seafood Festival
The 10th Annual Historic Bluffton Arts and Seafood Festival, a week-long festival
offering activities showcasing the locally harvested seafood, delicious Low Country
cuisine, rich history, the culture and art of the area and Southern hospitality, served as the
site for the pilot test. This festival features art galleries and food booths for attendees to
enjoy, and the main stage area features musical performances from local bands.
This festival is an open admission event and attendees obtain tickets from the
festival management ticket booths to purchase goods and service from vendors. This
festival typically attracts 2,000 visitors a day (www.blufftonartsandseafoodfestival.com).
This festival was selected for the pilot test because it represents a top twenty
festival in SC (www.southeasttourism.org). It was an example of a festival held at the
coastal regioin of South Carolina. It was important to include a representative festival
from the coastal region because this region in SC is a top contributor to the tourism
economy of the state (www.southeasttourism.org). Finally, this festival was
recommended for inclusion by the former directors of the Southeastern Event and
Tourism Society.
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A map of this festival can be seen in Figure 3.1 below.

Figure 3.1. Bluffton Arts & Seafood Festival Map.

3.3 Survey Sampling
The three trained researchers conducted the study at the 10th Annual Bluffton Arts
and Seafood Festival. All festival attendees in groups sitting at one of the tables at the
food court, those sitting on benches in the music area and those sitting on benches at the
crafts stage were eligible to participate in this study. One researcher was assigned to each
of the three data collection areas.
Groups were selected using the following criteria: (1) select the largest group of people
sitting at the survey location or (2) select the group of people closest to the researchers.
Each researcher was trained to hand out a copy of the letter introducing this study and
requesting participation along with a consent letter. If the group indicated that they
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wanted participate in the study, each member completed used an I-Pad to complete the
survey. The researchers brought 5 I-Pad s for this purpose. The researchers then collected
the I-Pad once the attendees in the group had completed the survey.

3.4 Data Analysis Results
The results of the pilot test are presented this section, beginning with the
descriptive results, followed by the confirmatory factor analysis and the checking of the
reliability scores for the variables in the adapted model.

3.4.1 Descriptive Results: Pilot Test
The demographic information of the participants in this pilot is shown in Table
3.1. The total sample was 144 with 70 groups. The sample included 56.3% female and
43.8% male, and 66.0% the sample were local residents. The annual income of most
respondents ranged from $40,000 to $59,999 (18.8%). The majority, 61.0% of the
festival attendees came with their families, and 30.1% came with friends, meaning that
more than 90% of the total participants fell in these two categories. Approximately twothirds, or 66.7% (n=96), of the surveys were completed by 2 member group, followed by
3 member group at 14.6%, and 4 member group at 11.1%. Approximately half, 50.7 %
of the groups were composed of two members, followed by 18.8% with 3 member group,
followed by 13.2% with member group, 5.6% with 5 members group.
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Table 3.1.
Frequency Distribution of Respondents for the Pilot Test

Gender
Type of
Participation

Income

Group Type

Survey
group
member
Size

N
63
81
144
95
49
144
6
17
27
26
22
20
26
144
88
44
4
3
2
3
144
11
96
21
16
144

Male
Female

Total
Local
Visitor
Total
Under $20,000
$20,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $59,999
$60,000 to $79,999
$80,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $119,999
$120,000 or over
Total
Family
Friends
Club
Community
Organization
Other
Total
1
2
3
4
Total

Continued…/
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Percentage
43.8
56.3
100.0
66.0
34.0
100.0
4.2
11.8
18.8
18.1
15.3
13.9
18.1
100.0
61.1
30.6
2.8
2.1
1.4
2.1
100.0
7.6
66.7
14.6
11.1
100.0

Table 3.1.
Frequency Distribution of Respondents for the Pilot Test
N
1
73
27
19
8
4
4
2
1
2
2
1
144

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
12
13

Travel
Group Size

Total

Percentage
0.7
50.7
18.8
13.2
5.6
2.8
2.8
1.4
0.7
1.4
1.4
0.7
100.0

3.4.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Pilot Test
The pilot test model was based on the Mullen and Cooper’s (1994) Cohesiveness
– Performance Model which was used to guide this study. Mullen and Copper (1994)
show the Cohesiveness and Performance model included 4 factors; Factor 1(interpersonal
attraction), Factor 2 (Commitment task), Factor 3 (Group pride), and Factor 4
(Performance). The Cohesiveness and event participations’ satisfaction model used in
this study included 11 factors: Factor 1 (Social attraction), Factor 2 (Physical attraction),
Factor 3 (Commitment task), Factor 4 (Group pride), Factor 5 (Group Environment),
Factor 6 (Group Development), Factor 7 (Fun of Festivalscape satisfaction), Factor 8
(Comfort of Festivalscape satisfaction), Factor 9 (Product of Festivalscape satisfaction),
Factor 10 (Overall satisfaction), and Factor 11 (Intention).
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The participants were presented with 66 items developed based on a thorough
literature review of group cohesion and asked to indicate their views based on a 7-point
Likert scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.
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Figure 3.2. CFA Model for Pilot test.
Note: SP=Social personal attraction, PA=Physical Attraction, TA=Commitment to task, F4=Group Pride,
GE=Group Environment, GD=Group Development, Comfort=Comfort of Festivalscape Satisfaction,
Fun=Fun of Festivalscape Satisfaction, Product=Product of Festivalscape Satisfaction, OS=Overall
Satisfaction, INT=Intention

68

Table 3.2
Initial and Final CFA Model for the Pilot Test
Parameters

Initial Model

Final Model

Goodness of Fit Summary for Method = Robust
Chi-Square

3259.6078

1442.0651

2013

1144

p<0.001

p<0.001

0.452

0.618

BENTLER-BONETT NON-NORMED FIT INDEX

0.651

0.867

COMPARATIVE FIT INDEX (CFI)

0.672

0.881

ROOT MEAN-SQUARE ERROR OF
APPROXIMATION (RMSEA)

0.066

0.043

0.061-0.701

0.035-0.049

Degree of Freedom
P value for the Chi-Square
FIT INDICES
BENTLER-BONETT

NORMED FIT INDEX

90% CONFIDENCE INTERVAL OF RMSEA

The analysis began with robust statistics specified as (ML, ROBUST). To identify
sources of misfit, the covariances between factors (PFF) and covariance between errors
(PEE) functions were specified (Byrne, 2006). The analysis of the goodness of fit
statistics of the initial CFA seen in Table 3.2 (initial model column) showed a very poor
fit (i.e. NFI = 0.451; CFI = 0.672; RMSEA = 0.066). It was hypothesized that items
designed to measure health, for example, would exhibit high loadings on that factor and
low or negligible loadings on the others. In addition, the most basic model would show
high loading on target factors.
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Several indicators had poor reliability V14, V15, V16, V21, V22, V25, V40, V45,
V50, V51, and V53 all exhibited low loading and poor reliability as indexed by the Rsquared: V13, “I think it would be difficult to meet and chat with any members of this
trip group, standardize scored a loading of 0.245/ R2: 0.060)”, V14 is “My trip group
members would not fit with my circle of friends (loading: 0.244/ R2: 0.060)”, V15 is “I
could never establish a personal friendship with any of my trip group members (loading:
0.313/ R2: 0.098)”, V21 is “I find my trip group members to be very attractive physically
(loading: 0.425/ R2: 0.181)”, V22 is “My trip group members are not very good looking
(loading: 0.395/ R2: 0.156)”, V25 is “If I wanted to plan a trip I could probably depend on
my trip group members (loading: 0.363/ R2: 0.132)”, V40 is “Members of this group
would rather go out on their own than get together as a group (loading: -0.037/ R2:
0.001)”, V45 is “In the future I would feel little or no loyalty to this trip group (loading:
0.227/ R2: 0.051)”, V50 is “If encouraged, it would be quite easy for me to switch to a
different trip group (loading: 0.196/ R2: 0.038)”, V51 is “I can see little benefit in
remaining with this trip group (loading: -0.227/ R2: 0.051)”, and V53 is “Agreeing to
participate at this festival with this trip group was a definite mistake on my part (loading:
0.276/ R2: 0.076)”. V13, V14, V15, V22, V25, V40, V45, V50, V51, and V53 were the
negative questions on the survey, while V21 and V22 asked about the physical attraction
among the group members. The results of the CFA indicate that the negatively worded
questions were not reliable and that those concerning physical attraction were not reliable
and likely suitable for the attendees to the festival because most came with their families.
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The model was re-specified accordingly, and the review of goodness of fit seen in
Table 3.2 (final model column) related to the final CFA model indicated that the model
was marginally acceptable fit (i.e. NFI = 0.618; CFI = 0.881; RMSEA = 0.043).

3.5 Summary
As a result of this pilot test, the model was re-specified such that physical
attraction survey questions were removed and the negatively worded survey questions
were reworded to be consistent with the positively worded ones. In addition, the data
collection procedure was modified so that the researcher distributed the I-Pad to all
attendees of a group at a time hand back the I-Pad. It takes approximately 10 minutes.
Festival attendees who were walking around rather than sitting on a chair or bench
refused to volunteer for the survey, meaning most of the participants were seated.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESEARCH METHODS
This chapter details the research design and methods used to investigate the
relationships among group cohesiveness, group environment, group development, and
satisfaction in the context of festival and events. It begins by describing the participants
and the study sites, a description of the data collection methods, followed by a discussion
of how the concepts were measured and the procedures for developing the survey. It
concludes with a description of the statistical procedures used to analyze the data
obtained.

4.1 Study Participants
The population of interest used in this study included people who attend festival
and events in particular those who come as part of a group such as families, friends,
neighborhoods, schools, clubs, or other organizations. The sample was drawn from two
different events, the ChristmasVille Festival in Rock Hill and the Skunk Music Festival
in Greenville, both cities in South Carolina.

4.2 Study Sites
This research was conducted in South Carolina, a southern state in the United
States. The local governments of this state sponsor several festivals at various locations;
this dissertation focused on two main research sites Upstate South Carolina events, the
Rock Hill ChristmasVille festival was selected because it represents an award-wining
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urban South Carolina event. In contrast, the Skunk Music Festival is a unique music and
camping venue in Upstate South Carolina in a rural location.
The ChristmasVille Festival in Old Town Rock Hill
Rock Hill is a growing community of 67,000 residents, covering more than 36
square miles. It is the largest city in York County, SC. The streets of Old Town Rock Hill
are lined with one-of-a-kind shops and locally owned restaurants serving a variety of
cuisine, including southern comfort favorites. The Amphitheater hosts a variety of
family-friendly activities including theater, dance and musical performances. Annual
festivals include the ChrismasVille, named the South Caroline Event of the Year three
times; the St. Paddy’s Day on Main Music Festival; and the Old Town Blues Jazz
Festival in addition to other races, parades, fireworks and regular art crawls that occur
throughout the year. The ChristmasVille Festival, a 4-day event held in the city’s historic
Old Town Rock Hill downtown celebrating the Christmas season while at the same time
showcasing artwork by Vernon Grant, a Rock Hill native and the creator of the Kellogg’s
craft area, was selected as a study site for this study.
This event is a free admission event where tickets are purchased by attendees to
buy foods and crafts from the vendors. Approximately 1,000 visitors attend this event
each day. The map in Figure 4.1 below shows the layout of the festival.
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Figure 4.1. Rock Hill ChristmasVille Festival Site Map.

Skunk Music Festival in Greenville
The Skunk Music Festival, held at the Skunk farm is a unique music and camping
venue in Upstate South Carolina in the foothills of the Blue Ridge Mountains. Open
twice a year, the Spring Skunk Music Festival takes place the second weekend of April
while the Albion Skunk Music Festival occurs the first weekend in October. Collectively
referred to as Skunk Fest by attendees and artists, both originated as bluegrass music
festivals but now feature multiple types of primarily acoustic music – Americana, folk,
singer-songwriter, alternative country, roots and bluegrass. The festivals are held at
Glynn and Susan Zeigler’s farm north of Greer. Although the Skunk Fest was originally
private, it is now open to the public and includes primitive tent and RV camping areas on
site for the convenience of the attendees.
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Figure 4.2. Greenville Skunk Music Festival Main Survey Area.

Unlike the ChristmasVille in Old Town Rock Hill, this festival charges an
admission fee. Visitors can purchase a daily pass, 2-day pass or an all-festival pass. Food
and beverages are also sold to attendees during the event.

4.3 Survey Sampling
Three trained researchers collected the data at the Rock Hill ChristmasVille
Festival. Data were collected from three sites at the Rock Hill ChristmasVille Festival.
The three sites were: (1) food court, (2) skating, and (3) main street area. One researcher
was assigned to each area. Researcher were trained to select participants from the group
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of attendees sitting at tables or on the benches. The following protocol was used to guide
the selection of groups by the researchers: (1) select the group closest to researcher or (2)
select the largest group.
After selecting the group to survey, the researchers requested attendees to
participate in the study. If they volunteered to be a part of the study, each attendee
received a copy of the letter explaining the study. Next, the research handed an I-Pad to
each member of a selected group. All group members completed the survey on the I-Pads
at the same time, returning them to the researcher. Data were only collected on Saturday
and Sunday December 6-7, 2014, at the suggestion of the event organizer. On Saturday,
however, attendance was very low due to the heavy rain in the area.
At the Skunk Music Festival data were collected (1) at the back of the area during
a music performance and (2) at the front of the area during the break of a performance.
A similar procedure to that for the ChristmasVille festiva was used here: After selecting a
group to survey, those who volunteered to participate were handed I-Pads with the
survey; all group members were handed the I-Pad at the same time, and after they
completed the survey, they returned the I-Pad to the researcher. The researcher recorded
the time each attendee took to complete the survey. The primary researcher collected data
on two days, Friday and Saturday, April 10-11, 2015.
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4.4 Measurements of the Concepts
4.4.1 Group Cohesiveness Scale
The concept of cohesiveness comes from group dynamic theory, with past research
suggesting several cohesiveness factors. For example, based on his study on group
cohesiveness, Festinger (1950) found that this concept resulted from interpersonal
attraction and group prestige or pride. Similarly, Brian and Carolyn (1994) posited that
the components of cohesiveness included interpersonal attraction and group pride in their
meta-analyses of studies in the social cohesion field. For this study group cohesion is also
comprised of these two dimensions: interpersonal attraction and group pride
Interpersonal Attraction
In early research on interpersonal attraction, Walster, Aronson, Abrams, and
Rottman (1966) conducted an extensive field experiment investigating the hypothesis that
one’s romantic aspirations are influenced by aspirations in other areas. Extending
previous research, James and Thomas (1974) proposed three dimensions of interpersonal
attraction: 1) a social liking dimension, 2) a task or respect dimension, and 3) a physical
or appearance dimension, all measured on a 7-point Likert scale. The end points for this
scale were 1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree. Listed below are the items:
-

I think I could be a friend with each of my trip group members.

-

I think it would be easy to meet and chat with any members of this trip group.

-

My trip group members would fit with my circle of friends.

-

I could establish a personal friendship with any of my trip group members.

-

I would like to have a friendly chat with any member of my trip group.
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-

My trip group members are pleasant to be with.

-

I have confidence in my trip group member’s ability to participate in this festival.

-

If I wanted to plan a trip I could probably depend on my trip group members.

-

I think a planning a trip with my trip group members would be impossible.

-

If we put our heads together I think we could come up with some good travel ideas.

-

It would be fun to travel with the members of my trip group.
Group Pride
The theoretical model of pride used here was based on the agreement in the

psychological literature that "pride is a positive, self-conscious emotion arising from
achievements that can be attributed to one's abilities or efforts" (Williams & DeSteno,
2008, p. 1007). Thus, the conceptualization of pride in this study is in line with that of
researchers who focus on achievement-oriented pride, one that is seen as "genuine" in
that it is derived from a specific event that the individual is proud of (Tangney, 1999;
Tracy & Robins, 2007). Questions measuring pride were drawn from scales designed to
measure the affective and evaluative aspects of identification with a group (Brown,
Condor, Mathew, Wade, & Williams, 1986; Tajfel, 1978). Respondents were asked to
rate their level of agreement on the six cognitive satisfaction items listed below using a 7point Likert scale. The end points for this scale were 1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly
Agree. Listed below are the items:
-

I am proud to think of myself as a member of this group.

-

It would be hard to find another group I would like as much to be a part of.
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-

When someone praises one of my group members, I feel it is a personal compliment
to me.

-

I talk up my trip group members to friends.

-

I frequently tell others how much I like my group members,

-

It would be hard to think of other group members I would like as much.

4.4.2 Group Environment Scale
The Group Environment Scale (GES) developed by Moos and Moos (1981)
assessing group climate is comprised of ten sub-scales that measure the socialenvironmental characteristics of a variety of types of groups. It was developed based on
past research on group cohesion and on group dynamic literature (Carron et al., 1985).
The developer established the content validity of the GES through item development and
scale refinement, while Carron et al. (1985) subsequently focused on establishing its
reliability and validity. In later research, Brian (2012) used an 18-item version of the
GEQ in his research, finding acceptable reliability coefficients for all four dimensions of
ATG-T (attraction to group-task), ATG-S (attraction to group-social), GI-T (group
integration-task), and GI-S (group integration-social) . Some items from his measurement
scale were selectively adapted here to examine the antecedents and outcomes of the
group environment in this study. Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement
for the twelve items listed below using a 7-point Likert scale. The end points for this
scale were 1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree. Listed below are the items:
-

I enjoy being a part of the social activities of this group.
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-

I am happy with the amount of spent time in this trip.

-

I am going to miss the member of this group at the end of the festival.

-

I am happy with my group’s level of desire to join the festival.

-

This group gives me enough opportunities to improve my personal performance.

-

I like the style of interaction among my group members.

-

For me this group is one of the most important social groups to which I belong.

-

Our group is united in trying to reach its goals for performance.

-

Members of this group would rather go out on their own than get together as a group.

-

We all take responsibility for the performance by our group.

-

Our group members party together.

-

Members of our group stick together outside of group meeting times.

4.4.3 Group Development Scale
In view of the general consensus that groups develop across time, extensive
reviews of the literature have been conducted to consolidate previous work and to
propose a unified model of group development (Tuckman & Jensen, 1977; Wheelan,
1990; 1994). The Group Development Scale (Carew & Parisi, 1988) includes seven
characteristics thought to represent high functioning teams: productivity, empathy,
empowerment, roles and goals, flexibility, open communication, and recognition and
morale.
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For this study, this concept was measured by asking the respondents to rate their
level of agreement on the fifteen items listed below using a 7-point Likert scale. The end
points for this scale were 1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree. Listed below are the
items:
-

When I speak to friends about my experience with this group, I will refer to it as a
good experience.

-

In future work, I would feel higher loyalty to this group task.

-

I will make it a point, should the situation arise, to work with this group again.

-

I found I had similar values to other group members.

-

If the situation arose, I would be glad to tell others of my participation in this group.

-

Attending this festival with this group, I felt inspired to do my best work for the
group’s success.

-

If encouraged, it would be quite hard for me to switch to a different group.

-

I can see lots of benefit in remaining in this trip group should the opportunity to
attend other similar festival arise.

-

I really care about the future of this group.

-

Agreeing to participate in this group was a definite mistake on my part.
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4.4.4 Festivalscape Satisfaction, Overall Satisfaction, and Intention to Return
Festivalscapes are important in determining emotions, satisfaction and future
behavior to participate (Mason & Paggiaro, 2012). The satisfaction items used in this
research are based on the festivalscape scale. Respondents were asked to rate their level
of agreement on the fifteen items using a 7-point Likert scale. The end points for this
scale were 1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree.
The festivalscape of satisfaction questionnaire included 3 factors with the 15
items. Listed below are the items:
- Promotional activities for festival
- Live entertainment
- Time schedule for this festival
- Feeling of safety at the festival site
- Cleanliness of restrooms at this festival site
- Parking facility at this festival site
- Number of rest areas at this festival site
- Printed information about festival/event and times for this festival
- Cleanliness of the festival site
- Quality of food at this festival site
- Quality of beverage at this festival site
- Price of food at this festival site
- Accessibility for elderly, disabled and children at this festival site
- Accessibility to public toilets
- Helpfulness of festival staff
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Overall satisfaction has been defined as “an overall evaluation based on the total
purchase and consumption experience with a good or service over time” (Anderson,
Fornell, & Lehmann, 1994, p. 54). Thus, overall satisfaction builds on the total
experience of festival and event attendees based upon both the quality attributes and
information (e.g., advertising, price) that are under the provider’s control. Based on the
Mason and Nassivera (2013) overall satisfaction was measured here using the following 6
items using a 7-point Likert scale. The end points for this scale were 1 = Strongly
Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree. Listed below are the Items:
- Overall, I am satisfied with this festival.
- As a whole, I am happy with this festival.
- I believe I did the right thing in attending this festival.
According to the Mohr et al (1993), there is a interrelationship between service
qualities, satisfaction and the intention to revisit. They support that repeat visitors were
more satisfied than first time ones, suggesting that festival and event satisfaction affected
re-visit behavior. Liang et al. (2008) examined the behavioral intentions of festival and
event visitors, identifying that enjoyment, socialization and history appreciation all
influence the intention to attend festival and events.
This research focused the group member relationship, which includes individual
intention and group intention. Base on the Song, Xing, and Chathoth (2014), this
Intention of future behavior was measured using the following 6 items, two for group
intention, two for festival intention and two for recommendation. The end points for this
scale were 1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree. Listed below are the Items:
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- I plan to attend this festival at least once more in the next 5 years.
- I will try to attend this festival at least once more in the next 5 years.
- I plan to attend this festival with my current trip group members in the next 5 years.
- I will try to attend this festival with my current trip group members in the next 5 years.
- I will recommend this festival to others who wish to attend similar festival.
- I will recommend this festival to my friends and neighbors.

4.5 Survey Instrument
The I-Pad survey consisted of nine sections. The first section contained 8
questions on festival attendee characteristics. The second section contained 11 questions
developed to measure interpersonal attraction. The third section of the survey instrument
focused on 6 questions related group pride. The fourth section of this i-Pad survey was
concerned with assessing group environment by asking attendees to respond to 10
questions. The fifth section contained 10 questions for the group development. The sixth
section contained 15 questions developed to measure festivalscape. The seventh section
dealt with overall satisfaction, including 3 questions. The eighth section of the i-Pad
survey instrument contained 6 questions on intention to revisit. The final section focused
on demographic information. A copy of this survey can be found in Appendix D.
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4.6 Data Analysis
The data analysis process for this dissertation consisted of the steps seen below in
Table 4.1.

Table 4.1
The Steps of the Data Analysis
Method

Purpose

Data Screening

Using Mahalanobis Distance, skewness and kurtosis. Prepare
data for analysis.

Single level CFA

Reliability and validity assessment of the scales.

Multi Level Measurement
model analysis
Multi Level Structure model
analysis

Operating adequately: researchers can have more confidence
in findings related to assessment.
Testing for the research questions.

Data Screening
To assess the normality of the data, the Mahalanobis Distance, “the distance of a
case from the centroid of the remaining cases where the centroid is the point created at
the intersection of the means of all variables” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p.74), was
calculated. It (MAH) was evaluated as a Chi-square with the degrees of freedom equal to
the number of variables.
When the data are normally distributed, kurtosis should be between +3 and -3 and
skewness between +2 and -2 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The skewness and kurtosis of
the data were calculated in SPSS 21.0, which uses the Fisher kurtosis. The results
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indicated that the skewness of all items was between -2 and +2, and the Fisher kurtosis
between -3 and +3, meaning the data were normally distributed.
Single Level CFA
The first step of the analysis was single level measurement analysis (CFA). The
single level confirmatory factor analysis was used to check the reliability and validity
assessment of the scales. If the results are adequate, the researcher can have confidence in
the findings related to the assessment of the structural model. CFA uses the EQS
program, a user-friendly program for conducting structural equation modeling (SEM).
SEM is an effective method for testing various theoretical models that hypothesize how
sets of variables define constructs and the constructs relate to one another (Schumacker &
Lomax, 2004). According to Klem (1995), the starting point for SEM is the researcher’s
theory about the causal relationships among a set of variables. SEM is comprised of two
components, the structural model and the measurement model.
Multi Level Measurement Model Analysis
The second step of the analysis was the multi level measurement analysis. It was
conducted for the multi level structured model. Multi level analysis considers the sample
size. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) argue that the decision regarding sample size is
dependent upon a number of factors including the desired power level, the alpha level,
the number of predictors in the model, and the expected effect size. However, nesting and
efforts to address it by using multilevel regression make the determination of an
appropriate sample more difficult than when using OLS regression (Bland, 2000).
Multilevel models are powerful in that they can handle relatively small sample sizes
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(Phan, 2008). Although the larger sample size will likely increase power of the study,
multilevel models will be robust if the higher-level sample size is at least 20 (Hox, 1995).
However, group size has a substantial influence on power. In this study, the level 2
sample size (group level) the standards, but the level 1 sample size is relatively low.
The researcher then uses several variables for a single independent or dependent
variable in the measurement model. This measurement model also allows the researcher
to assess the contribution of each scale item as well as incorporate how well the scale
measures the concept into the estimation of the relationships among the dependent and
independent variables. This analyzes used 322 individual and 133 group samples, with an
average group size of 2.421.
Multi Level Structure Model Analysis
The final step of the analysis was the multi-level structure model. In the structural
model theory, prior experience or other guidelines allow the researcher to distinguish
which independent variables predict each dependent variable.
Nested data are analyzed using a mixed model, also called a multi-level model or
a hierarchical model. HLM is based on a simple linear regression model adapted to
nested data (Sibthorp & Arthur-Banning, 2004). Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) is
the most appropriate method for analyzing the data of this study since attendees are
nested within groups.
HLM assumes that it is possible to express social contexts with hierarchical
relationship between individuals and groups. That is, the individual subjects of study may
be classified or arranged in groups which themselves have qualities that influence the
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respondents. In this case, the individuals can be seen as level-1 units of study, and the
groups into which they are arranged are the level-2 units. According to the Raudenbush
(2002), the term hierarchical linear model captures two defining features of these models.
First, the data appropriate for such models are hierarchically structured with first-level
units nested within second-level units, second-level units nested within third-level units,
and so on. The second defining a feature is that the parameters of such models may be
viewed as having a hierarchical linear structure. The investigator may specify a level-one
model, the parameters of which characterize linear relationships occurring between levelone units. The HLM program can fit models to outcome variables that generate a linear
model with explanatory variables that account for variations at each level, utilizing
variables specified at each level. HLM not only estimates model coefficients at each
level, but it also predicts the random effects associated with each sampling unit at every
level. While commonly used in education research due to the prevalence of hierarchical
structures in data from this field, it is suitable for use with data from any research field
that have a hierarchical structure. The use of HLM allowed the researchers to create a
more accurate relationships between variables than if they had used a different technique
(Heo, Lee, McCormick, & Pedersen, 2010). However, the application of HLM in Parks,
Recreation and Tourism literature is limited even though Sibthorp and Arthur-Banning
(2004) contend that it could address the problems regarding unequal sample sizes, small
numbers of cases per group, repeated measures and dependency, all of which are
common in PRTM as an applied science.
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The equations in HLM are different from linear regression models as seen below:
The regression equation for the level 1 model
Yij = β0j + β1jXij + rij
where “Yij is the outcome measure for the individual in group j, Xij is the value
on the predictor for individuals in group j, β0j and β1j are intercepts and slopes estimated
separately for each group (as noted by the subscript j), and rij is the residual.” (Hofmann,
1997, pp. 727).
The regression equation for the level 2 model:
β0j = γ00 + γ01Gj+U0j
β1j = γ10 + γ11Gj+U1j
where “Gj is a group level variable, γ00 and γ10 are the second stage intercept
terms, γ01 and γ11 are the slopes relating Gj to the intercept and slope terms from the
level-l equation, and U0j and U1j are the level-2 residuals. Depending on the pattern of
variance in the level-l intercepts and slopes, different level-2 models would be required”
(Hofmann, 1997, pp.728). In the study reported here, interpersonal attraction, group
pride, group environment, group development, festivalscape of satisfaction, and overall
satisfaction, were measured at both the individual and the group level by group type and
group size.
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4.7 Summary
This chapter detailed how the sample was selected from the Rock Hill
ChristmasVille and Skunk Music Festival. In addition, it developed how each of the
concepts were measured and the survey constructed. The next section described the steps
used to analysis the data. This analyzes used 322 individual and 133 group samples with
a 2.421 average cluster size.
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CHAPTER FIVE
RESULTS OF BASIC ANALYSIS
This chapter includes the findings from the statistical analysis of this research. It
begins with a discussion of the data screening process, followed by the reporting of the
descriptive statistics and concludes with the results from the CFAs and from the
reliability and validity assessment of the scales.

5.1 Data Screening
In total 345 cases and 77 questionnaires were collected from 146 groups at the
two festivals, Rock Hill’s ChristmasVille Festival and the Spring Skunk Festival in
Greer, for a response rate of 87.6%. Two cases were deleted from the 347 because the
respondents were under the required age of 18 years old. It consisted one member group
of 13 groups, two group member of 92 groups, three group members of 20 groups, four
group members of 8 groups, five group members of 2 groups, and six group members of
one group. 13 groups were composed of a single member. Therefore, these 13 groups
with an n of 1 were not included on multilevel analysis.
Three hundred and thirty-five (335) cases were screened for multivariate outliers
using SPSS REGRESSION with Residual = outlier (MAH, COOK’ S D and SDR) syntax
added to the menu choices. Case level (ID) was used as the dummy DV because
multivariate outliers among IVs are not affected by it. According to Tabachnick and
Fidell (2001), the remaining variables can be considered independent ones. To assess the
normality of the data, the Mahalanobis Distance, “the distance of a case from the centroid
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of the remaining cases where the centroid is the point created at the intersection of the
means of all variables” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 74), was calculated. It (MAH) was
evaluated as a Chi-square with the degrees of freedom equal to the number of variables.
Subsequently, case numbers 112, 115, 196, 197, 312, 316, 336, 339, 343, 344 were
deleted due to their extremely high Mahalanobis Distance scores. When the data are
normally distributed, kurtosis should be between +3 and -3 and skewness between +2 and
-2 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The skewness and kurtosis of the data were calculated in
SPSS 21.0, which uses the Fisher kurtosis. The results indicated that the skewness of all
items was between -2 and +2, and the Fisher kurtosis between -3 and +3, meaning the
data were normally distributed. Tables 4.26 through 4.30 show the skewness and kurtosis
for all items.
Mahalanobis distance, skewness and kurtosis were calculated for the imputed
data. While the skewness and kurtosis scores were reasonable, four more cases were
deleted after imputation due to high Mahalanobis Distance values. Mardia’s (1970)
multivariate kurtosis was calculated in EQS 6.1, and 13 individuals were eliminated. The
total sample was 335; however the multi-level analysis used 322 cases. As this study
focuses on group member cohesion, it assumes at least two people in a group; therefore,
13 individual sample data were not measured in multi-level measurement and structure
analysis in this research.
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5.2 Descriptive Statistics
5.2.1 Demographic Profiles of Respondents
Of the total number of respondents (n=335), 50.1% (n= 168) were at the Spring
Skunk Festival in Greer and 49.9 % (n= 167) at the ChristmasVille Festival in Rock Hill.
These results were showed the similar number of the case from two-difference location.
Table 5.1 below shows the frequency distribution based on the survey location.

Table 5.1
Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Survey Location
N

Percentage

Spring Skunk Festival in Greer

168

50.1

ChristmasVille Festival in Rock Hill

167

49.9

335

100.0

Location of Festival

Total

Of the respondents, 56.1% (n=188) were female and the remaining 43.9 %
(n=147) male. It was shown that the slight difference in the number of male and female
respondents because of the data was collected from the groups. Table 5.2 shows the
frequency distribution based on gender.
Table 5.2
Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Gender
N

Percentage

Male

147

43.9

Female

188

56.1

335

100.0

Gender

Total
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Further, the gender distributions of Spring Skunk Festival and the ChristmasVille
Festival were calculated separately as shown in Table 5.3. The Spring Skunk Festival
included 89 females, or 53.0%, and 79 males, or 47.0%, while for the ChristmasVille
Festival 59.3%, or 99, were females and 40.7%, or 68, were males 68 (40.7%).

Table 5.3
Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents by Gender
Gender

Spring Skunk Festival
(Greer)

ChristmasVille Festival
(Rock Hill)

N

N

Percentage

Percentage

Male

79

47.0

68

40.7

Female

89

53.0

99

59.3

168

100.0

167

100.0

Total

Age was used as a continuous variable in this study. The age of the respondents
ranged from 19 to 72, with an average of 39.5 with a standard deviation of 12.9 and a
median age of 38. Most of respondents were between 35 and 44 (34%), followed by 2534 (19.1%), with the remaining ranges, 18-24 (15.8), 55-64 (14.3%), and 45-54 (14.0),
exhibiting similar response rates.
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Table 5.4
Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Age
Age

N

Percentage

18-24

53

15.8

25-34

64

19.1

35-44

114

34.0

45-54

47

14.0

55-64

48

14.3

65 and over

9

2.7

Total

335

100.0

Similar to gender, the age distribution of the Spring Skunk Festival and the
ChristmasVille Festival were calculated separately as seen in Table 5.5. The Spring
Skunk Festival participants were between 35-44 (25.0%), followed by 25-34 (21.4%), 5564 (17.9%), 45-54 (16.7%), 18-24 (16.1%) and 65 and over (3.0%), while the age groups
for the ChristmasVille Festival varied more widely among the five categories: 35-44
(43.1%), 25-34 (16.8%), 18-25 (15.6%), 45-55 (11.4%), and 55-64 (10.8%).

Table 5.5
Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents by Age
Age

Spring Skunk Festival
(Greer)
N

Christmas Ville Festival
(Rock Hill)

Percentage

N

Percentage

18-24

27

16.1

26

15.6

25-34

36

21.4

28

16.8

35-44

42

25.0

72

43.1

45-54

28

16.7

19

11.4

55-64

30

17.9

18

10.8

5

3.0

4

2.4

168

100.0

167

100.0

65 and over
Total

95

The ethnicity distribution shows that the majority, 305 (91.0%), were
White/Caucasian, followed by Hispanic/Latino at 12 (3.6%), Black/African American at
10 (3.0%), Asian at 7 (2.1%), and American Indian/Native American at 1 (0.3%) as seen
in Table 5.6.
Table 5.6
Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Ethnicity
Age

N

White/Caucasian

305

91.0

American Indian/Native American

1

0.3

Asian

7

2.1

Hispanic/Latino

12

3.6

Black/African American

10

3.0

335

100.0

Total

Percentage

The ethnicity distributions of the two festivals were also calculated separately as
shown on Table 5.7. For both, the higher number of the respondents were
White/Caucasian at 95.2% (n=160) for the Spring Skunk Festival and 86.8% (n=145) for
the ChristmasVille Festival, followed by 4 Hispanic/Latinos (2.4%), 2 Black/African
Americans and American Indian/Native Americans (1.2%) and 1 Asian (0.6%) for the
Spring Skunk Festival and 8 Hispanic/Latinos and Black/African Americans (4.8%) and
6 Asians (3.6) for the ChristmasVille Festival.
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Table 5.7
Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents by Ethnicity
Spring Skunk Festival
(Greenville)

Ethnicity

ChristmasVille Festival
(Rock Hill)

N

Percentage

N

Percentage

160

95.2

145

86.8

American Indian/Native American

1

0.6

-

-

Asian

1

0.6

6

3.6

Hispanic/Latino

4

2.4

8

4.8

Black/African American

2

1.2

8

4.8

168

100.0

167

100.0

White/Caucasian

Total

Concerning marital status as seen in Table 5.8, most respondents were married at
113 (33.7%) and single, never married at 103 (30.7%), followed by married with children
at 77 (23.0%), separated/divorced at 28 (8.4%), widowed at 8 (2.4%), and other at 6
(1.8%).

Table 5.8
Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Marital Status
Married Status

N

Percentage

Single, never married

103

30.7

Married

113

33.7

Married with children

77

23.0

Separated/Divorced

28

8.4

Widowed

8

2.4

Other

6

1.8

Total

335
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100.0

The marital status distributions between ChristmasVille Festival and Spring
Skunk Music Festival are shown in Table 5.9. For the ChristmasVille Festival, the largest
percentage were married with children at 58 or 34.7% and for the Spring Skunk Festival,
married at 62 or 36.9% and single, never married at 55 or 32.7%. For the Rock Hill
Festival, the married with children was followed by married at 51 (30.5%), single, never
married at 48 (28.7%) and only 6% of respondents were separated/divorced, widowed,
and other. The Spring Skunk Festival response was more widely distributed than the
ChristmasVille Festival: Separated/divorced at 13.1%, married with children at 11.3%,
widowed at 3.6% and other at 2.4%.

Table 5.9
Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents by Marital Status
Spring Skunk Festival
(Greer)

Marital status

Single, never married
Married
Married with children
Separated/Divorced
Widowed
Other
Total

ChristmasVille Festival
(Rock Hill)

N

Percentage

N

Percentage

55
62
19
22
6
4

32.7
36.9
11.3
13.1
3.6
2.4

48
51
58
6
2
2

28.7
30.5
34.7
3.6
1.2
1.2

168

100.0

167

100.0

98

Respondents were also asked for their highest level of education. As the
descriptive results in Table 5.10 indicate, 135 (40.3%) of the survey respondents had
earned four- year degrees, followed by high school at 70 (20.9%), Master’s Degrees at
63 (18.8%), Community College Associate Degrees at 57 (17.0%) and Ph.D. Degrees at
10 (3.0%). More than three fourths of the respondents (79.1%) have at least a Bachelor’s
Degree.

Table 5.10.
Frequency Distribution of Respondents by the Highest Level of Education
Highest level of education

N

Percent

High School

70

20.9

Community College (Associated Degree)

57

17.0

135

40.3

Master’s Degree

63

18.8

Ph.D. Degree

10

3.0

335

100.0

University (Four-year Degree)

Total

The highest level of education distributions for each festival were calculated
separately, the results being shown in Table 5.11. For both the Spring Skunk Festival
(40.5%) and the ChristmasVille Festival (40.1%), the highest percentage of respondents
had University (Four-year Degrees). For the Spring Skunk Festival, this group was
followed by those with Master’s Degrees at 22%, then Associate Degrees from
community colleges at 17.9%, high school diplomas at 17.3% and Ph. D Degrees at
2.4%. From the ChristmasVille Festival, those with high school diplomas was 24.6%, and
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followed by Associate Degrees at 16.2%, Master’s Degrees at 15.6%, and Ph. D Degree
at 3.6%.

Table 5.11
Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents by Level of Education
Spring Skunk Festival
(Greer)

Level of Education

ChristmasVille Festival
(Rock Hill)

N

Percentage

N

Percentage

High School

29

17.3

41

24.6

Community College (Associate Degree)

30

17.9

27

16.2

University (Four-years Degree)

68

40.5

67

40.1

Master’s Degree

37

22.0

26

15.6

4

2.4

6

3.6

168

100.0

167

100.0

Ph.D. Degree
Total

The results to the question concerning household income are summarized in Table
5.12. As this table shows, the responses were widely distributed, with the most
respondents earning $80,000 to $99,999 (19.4%), followed by $40,000 to $59,999
(16.4%), $120,000 or over (14.9%), $60,000 to $79,999 (14.0%), under $20,000 (12.2%),
$20,000 to $39,999 (10.7%) and $100,000 to $119,999 (8.4%).
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Table 5.12
Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Household Income
Household Income

N

Percentage

Under $20,000

41

12.2

$20,000 to $39,999

36

10.7

$40,000 to $59,999

55

16.4

$60,000 to $79,999

47

14.0

$80,000 to $99,999

66

19.7

$100,000 to $119,999

28

8.4

$120,000 or over

50

14.9

Missing

12

3.6

Total

335

100.0

The household income distributions for the Spring Skunk Festival and the
ChristmasVille Festival were calculated separately, the results being shown in Table 5.13.
Most of the respondents from the former earned $120,000 or over at 34 (20.5%),
followed by $80,000 to $99,999 at 30 (17.9%), and $40,000 to $59,999 at 28 (16.7%). On
the other hand, most of the respondents at the ChristmasVille Festival earned $80,000 to
$99,999 at 36 (21.6%). Comparing the responses for the $80,000 and above income
ranges indicates that the respondents at the Spring Skunk Festival (46.7%) had a higher
income level than those at the ChristmasVille Festival (39.6%).
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Table 5.13
Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents by Household income
Household income

Spring Skunk Festival
(Greer)

ChristmasVille Festival
(Rock Hill)

N

Percentage

N

Percentage

Under $20,000

21

12.5

20

12.0

$20,000 to $39,999

20

11.9

16

9.6

$40,000 to $59,999

28

16.7

27

16.2

$60,000 to $79,999

21

12.5

26

15.6

$80,000 to $99,999

30

17.9

36

21.6

$100,000 to $119,999

14

8.3

14

8.4

$120,000 or over

34

20.5

16

9.6

-

-

12

7.2

168

100.0

167

100.0

Missing
Total

5.2.2 Respondents Travel Characteristics
Respondents were asked about the number of times they had attended their
respective festivals. Table 5.14 shows this frequency distribution. Almost half of the
respondents, 48.1% (n=161), indicated that they were first-time visitors, followed by
those for whom this was their second visit at 16.1% (n=54), their third at 9.0% (n=30),
their fifth at 6.6% (n=22), their 11-15 at 4.2% (n=14), their fourth at 3.9% (n=13),
their eighth at 3.3% (n=11), their sixth at 2.7% (n=9), their tenth at 2.4% (n=8), and
their seventh at 2.1% (n=7).
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Table 5.14
Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Experience of Festival
Experience of Festival

Including this year, how many
times have you attended this
festival?

N

Percent

1

161

48.1

2

54

16.1

3

30

9.0

4

13

3.9

5

22

6.6

6

9

2.7

7

7

2.1

8

11

3.3

9

4

1.2

10

8

2.4

11-15

14

4.2

16-20

1

0.3

21 and over

1

0.3

Total

335

100.0

The attendance distribution for the Spring Skunk Festival and the ChristmasVille
Festival were calculated separately as shown in Table 5.15. For both, the highest
percentages were first-time attendees, 40.5% (n=68) for the Spring Skunk Festival and
55.7% (n=93) for the ChristmasVille Festival. The respondents at the Spring Skunk
Festival exhibited a higher re-visit rate at 32.3% (n=54) than the 13.8% (n-=23) for the
ChristmasVille Festival.
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Table 5.15
Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents by Experience of Festival
Spring Skunk Festival
(Greer)

Household income

1

Including this year, how
many times have you
attended this festival?

ChristmasVille Festival
(Rock Hill)

N

Percentage

N

Percentage

68

40.5

93

55.7

2

33

19.6

21

12.6

3

10

6.0

20

12.0

4

3

1.8

10

6.0

5

14

8.3

8

4.8

6

7

4.2

2

1.2

7

3

1.8

4

2.4

8

5

3.0

6

3.6

9

2

1.2

2

1.2

10

8

4.8

-

-

11-15

13

7.7

1

0.6

16-20

1

0.6

-

-

21 and over

1
168

0.6
100.0

167

100.0

Total

Respondents were asked about the number of days they planned to attend the
festival. As Table 5.16 shows, the majority of the respondents, 50.7% (n=170), indicated
they were one-day visitors, followed by three days at 22.7% (n=76), two days at 1.8%
(n=73), and four days at 4.8% (n=16).
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Table 5.16
Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Attending Dates of Festival
Days Attending the Festival

How many days will you attend
this festival?

N

Percent

1

170

50.7

2

73

21.8

3

76

22.7

4

16

4.8

335

100.0

Total

The comparison of the number of days the respondents planned to attend each
festival is shown in Table 5.17. For both the Spring Skunk Festival and the
ChristmasVille Festival, most respondents were one-day visitor, 42.3% (n=71) for the
former and 59.3% (n=99) for the latter. However, those planning to attend three days
was higher for the Spring Skunk Festival at 39.8% (n=67) than for the ChristmasVille
Festival at 15% (n=25).

Table 5.17
Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents by Attending Dates of Festival
Days Attending the
festival

How many days will
you attending for this
Festival?
Total

Spring Skunk Festival
(Greer)

ChristmasVille Festival
(Rock Hill)

N

Percentage

N

Percentage

1

71

42.3

99

59.3

2

30

17.9

43

25.7

3
4

54
13
168

32.1
7.7
100.0

22
3
167

13.2
1.8
100.0

105

Respondents were asked about their accommodations, their responses being listed
in Table 5.18. As this table shows, the majority of the respondents, 55.2% (n=185),
indicated that they stayed at their homes, followed by those who stayed at a campground
at 18.2% (n=61), those staying in an RV/camper at 13.4% (n=13.4), and finally those
staying in a hotel/motel at 5.7% (n=19).

Table 5.18
Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Type of Accommodation
Type of Accommodation

N

Percentage

Hotel/Motel

19

5.7

Condo

2

0.6

At home

22
185

6.6
55.2

Campground

61

18.2

RV/Camper

45

13.4

Other

1

0.3

335

100.0

Friends or Relatives

Total

Table 5.19 shows the accommodation distribution for the two festivals separately.
These results vary as most of the respondents at the Spring Skunk Festival stayed at a
campground (34.5%, n=58) or in an RV/camper (23.8%, n=40), followed by those
staying at home at 33.9% (n=57). On the other hand, three-fourths of the respondents at
the ChristmasVille Festival stayed at home (76.6%, n=128), followed by those staying at
a hotel/motel at 9.0% (n=15) and friends/relatives at 7.8% (n=13). These results may
reflect the festival site as well the date. The Spring Skunk Festival was held in the
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spring, an appropriate time for camping, while the ChristmasVille Festival was in old
downtown Rock Hill in December.
Table 5.19
Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents by Type of Accommodation
Type of Accommodation

Spring Skunk Festival
(Greer)

ChristmasVille Festival
(Rock Hill)

N

Percentage

N

Percentage

Hotel/Motel

4

2.4

15

9.0

Condo

-

-

2

1.2

Friends or Relatives

9

5.4

13

7.8

At home

57

33.9

128

76.6

Campground

58

34.5

3

1.8

RV/Camper

40

23.8

5

3.0

-

-

1

0/6

168

100.0

167

100.0

Other
Total

The frequency distribution by type of groups is shown in Table 5.20, with the
majority of the respondents attending the festivals with their families at 58.5% (n=196),
followed by friends at 36.4% (n=122), family and friends at 2.4% (n=2.4), community at
2.1% (n=7), and organization at 0.6% (n=2). As these data show, 94.5% of the
respondents came with their families and friends.
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Table 5.20
Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Group Type
Type of Accommodation

N

Percentage

Family

196

58.5

Friends
Community

122
7

36.4
2.1

Organization

2

0.6

Family and Friends

8

2.4

335

100.0

Total

The comparison of the two festivals separately is shown in Table 5.21. The
majority of the respondents at the Spring Skunk Festival came with friends at 52.4%
(n=88), but the majority of the respondents at the ChristmasVille Festival came with their
families at 76.0% (n=127). Further, the data from the Spring Skunk Festival indicate an
almost even percentage for family and friends; however, for the ChristmasVille Festival
the percentage for family is much higher.

Table 5.21
Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents by Group Type
Type of Group

Spring Skunk Festival
(Greer)

ChristmasVille Festival
(Rock Hill)

N

Percentage

N

Percentage

Family

69

41.1

127

76.0

Friends

88

52.4

34

20.4

Community

3

1.8

4

2.4

Organization

2

1.2

-

-

Family and Friends

6

3.6

2

1.2

168

100.0

167

100.0

Total
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The respondents were asked about the number of adults in their groups, with this
frequency distribution being shown in Table 5.22. While the minimum number of people
in the group was 1 at 4.5% (n=15), the maximum number was 20 and over at 0.6% (n=2).
Almost half, 45.4% (n=152), were in a group of two, followed by a group of three at
19.4% (n=65), a group of 6-11 at 15.2% (n=51), and a group of four at 9.6% (n=32).

Table 5.22
Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Group Size (over 18 years)
Group size (Over 18 years)

N

Percentage

1

15

4.5

2

152

45.4

3

65

19.4

4

32

9.6

5
6-10

9
51

2.7
15.2

11-19

9

2.7

20 and over

2

0.6

Total

335

100.0

The frequency distribution for the size of the groups for the two festivals
separately is shown in Table 5.23. Most of the respondents for the Spring Skunk Festival
were in groups of 2 at 31.0% (n=52), followed by 6-10 group members at 26.8 (n=45), 3
people at 22.6% (n=38), 4 people at 10.7% (n=18), both one person and 11-19 at 3.0%
(n=3), 5 at 1.8% (n=3), and 20 and over at 1.2% (n=2). The majority of the respondents
at the ChristmasVille Festival were in groups of 2 at 59.9% (n=100), followed by groups
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of 3 at 16.2% (n=27), 4 at 8.4% (n=14), one at 6.0% (n=10), both 5 people in a group and
6-10 at 3.6% (n=6), and 11-19 at 2.4% (n=4). As these data suggest, the respondents at
the Spring Skunk Festival were more widely distributed than those at the ChristmasVille
Festival.

Table 5.23
Frequency Distribution for Festival Location Respondents by Group Size (over 18 years)
Group size (over 18 years)

Spring Skunk Festival
(Greer)

ChristmasVille Festival
(Rock Hill)

N

Percentage

N

Percentage

1

5

3.0

10

6.0

2

52

31.0

100

59.9

3

38

22.6

27

16.2

4

18

10.7

14

8.4

5

3

1.8

6

3.6

6-10

45

26.8

6

3.6

11-19

5

3.0

4

2.4

20 and over

2

1.2

-

-

Total

168

100.0

167

100.0

Table 5.24 shows the distribution of respondents based on the number of children
in their groups. Approximately 50% of them did not include children, while the
remaining 50% were accompanied by children. For those groups with children, most
included only one child at 20.3% (n=68), followed by two children at 15.2% (n=51), four
children at 2.1% (n=7), six children at 0.9% (n=3), and five children at 0.6% (n=2).
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Table 5.24
Frequency Distribution of Respondents by Number of Children in Group
Number of Children
1
2
3
4
5
6
None
Total

N
68
51
34
7
2
3
170
335

Percentage
20.3
15.2
10.1
2.1
0.6
0.9
50.7
100.0

The following table, Table 5.25, shows the number of children under 18 in the
groups for the Spring Skunk Festival and ChristmasVille Festival calculated separately.
The results are different, with the majority of the groups at the Spring Skunk festival not
including children at 64.9% (n=109), followed by one child at 18.5% (n=31), both two
and three children at 6.0% (n=10), four children at 3.0% (n=5), and six children at 1.8%
(n=3). Approximately one-third, 36.5% (n=61), of the respondents at the ChristmasVille
Festival were in group that did not include children, followed by two children at 24.6%
(n=41), one child at 22.2% (n=37), and both four and five children at 1.2% (n=2). While
the largest frequencies for both festivals were groups with no children, twice as many
respondents from the Spring Skunk Festival were in this category compared to the
ChristmasVille Festival.
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Table 5.25
Frequency Distribution of Festival Location Respondents by Number of Children in
Group
Group size (under 18 years)

Spring Skunk Festival
(Greer)

ChristmasVille Festival
(Rock Hill)

N

Percentage

N

Percentage

1

31

18.5

37

22.2

2

10

6.0

41

24.6

3

10

6.0

24

14.4

4

5

3.0

2

1.2

5

-

-

2

1.2

6

3

1.8

-

-

None
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64.9

61

36.5

Total

168

100.0

167

100.0

5.2.3 Descriptive Statistics of Items for the Concept model Items
The means, standard deviations, skewness and kurtosis for all items and variables
used in the structural model for this study are shown in Tables 5.26 through 4.30. All
items and variables show reasonable standard deviation, skewness (-2, +2) and kurtosis
value (-3, +3). The total number of respondents was N=335.
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Table 5.26
Descriptive Statistics for Personal Attraction Scale
Personal Attraction

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Skewness

I think I could be a friend with each of my trip
6.51
.947
-1.871
group members .............................................
I could establish a personal friendship with any
6.37
1.140
-1.939
of my trip group members ............................
I would like to have a friendly chat with any
6.41
1.008
-1.575
member of my trip group..............................
My trip group members are pleasant to be
6.50
.954
-1.779
with...............................................................
I have confidence in my trip group member's
6.45
.992
-1.621
ability to participate in this festival ..............
If I wanted to plan a trip, I could probably
6.31
1.126
-1.658
depend on my trip group members ...............
I think planning a trip with my trip group
6.33
1.168
-1.864
members would be possible .........................
If we put our heads together, I think we could
6.43
.991
-1.577
come up with some good travel ideas...........
It would be fun to travel with the members of
6.47
.941
-1.685
my trip group ................................................
Note: Measured using a Likert scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).

Kurtosis
2.153
3.549
1.122
1.786
1.176
2.285
3.337
1.077
1.546

Table 5.27
Descriptive Statistics for Group Pride Scale
Group Pride

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Skewness

I am proud to think of myself as a member of this
6.47
.978
-1.725
trip group ......................................................
When someone praises any member of my trip
group, I feel it is a personal compliment to
5.97
1.340
-1.147
me .................................................................
I talk up my trip group members to friends .........
6.21
1.212
-1.426
I frequently tell others how much I like my trip
6.12
1.244
-1.166
group members .............................................
It would be hard to think of other group members
5.97
1.419
-1.191
I would like as much ....................................
Note: Measured using a Likert scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).
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Kurtosis
1.540
0.656
1.251
0.199
0.487

Table 5.28
Descriptive Statistics for Group Environment Scale
Group Environment

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Skewness

I am happy with the amount of time spent at this
6.43
.948
-1.625
festival ..........................................................
I am happy with my group's level of desire to
6.39
.975
-1.551
participate in this festival .............................
I like the style of interaction with my trip group
6.43
.960
-1.597
members .......................................................
For me this group is one of the most important
6.14
1.218
-1.298
social groups to which I belong ....................
Some of my best friends are in this trip
6.22
1.215
-1.523
group ............................................................
Our group members socialize together outside of
6.39
.993
-1.515
this festival ...................................................
Members of our group stick together outside of
6.38
1.022
-1.513
this festival ...................................................
Note: Measured using a Likert scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).

Kurtosis
1.652
1.341
1.386
0.999
1.630
1.141
1.074

Table 5.29
Descriptive Statistics for Group Development Scale
Group Development

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Skewness

When I speak to friends about my experience with
this trip group, I will refer to it as a good
6.51
.912
-1.902
experience ....................................................
I will make it a point, should the situation arise, to
6.47
.956
-1.739
attend a festival with this trip group again ...
I found I had similar values to those of other group
6.38
.990
-1.534
members .......................................................
If the situation arose, I would be glad to tell others
6.52
.905
-1.947
of my participation with this trip group ........
Attending this festival with this group, I felt
inspired to do my best work for the group's
6.18
1.102
-1.067
success ..........................................................
I really care about the future of this trip group ....
6.31
1.066
-1.510
Note: Measured using a Likert scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).
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Kurtosis
2.677
1.810
1.311
2.771
-0.283
1.690

Table 5.30
Descriptive Statistics for Festivalscape Scale
Group Development

Mean

Std.
Deviation
1.118
1.073
.943
1.482
1.293
1.339
1.201

Skewness

6.15
-1.326
Promotional activities for festival........................
6.34
-1.683
Live entertainment ...............................................
6.41
-1.725
Time schedule for this festival.............................
5.72
-.991
Cleanliness of restrooms at this festival site ........
6.01
-1.108
Parking facility at this festival site ......................
5.90
-.998
Number of rest areas at this festival site ..............
Printed information about festival/events and
6.07
-1.208
times for this festival ....................................
6.39
.935
-1.539
Cleanliness of the festival site .............................
5.99
1.323
-1.236
Quality of food at this festival site.......................
6.18
1.083
-1.121
Quality of beverage at this festival site................
5.79
1.343
-1.027
Price of food at this festival site ..........................
Accessibility for elderly, disabled and children a
5.75
1.323
-.521
this festival site .............................................
5.81
1.400
-1.116
Accessibility to public toilets ..............................
6.38
1.001
-1.602
Helpfulness of festival staff .................................
Note: Measured using a Likert scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).

Kurtosis
1.398
2.420
2.587
.181
.159
-.091
.776
1.815
.837
-.031
.450
-1.196
.588
1.510

5.3 Measurement Model: Confirmatory Factor Analyses
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), a form of analysis frequently used in social
science research, tests whether the measures of a construct are consistent with the
researcher’s understanding of the nature of that construct, meaning it is used to confirm
all the factors in the hypothesized research model before conducting the final analysis.
The model for this study, which is based on psychological theory, needed to be confirmed
as appropriate for the event and festival field. Based on the Mullen and Cooper (1994),
50 items are reflected by 11 factors with 2-second order factors. This research assessed
Mullen & Cooper’s (1994) Cohesiveness and performance model. This initial CFA
analysis was based on Single level analysis to be consistent Mullen and Copper (1994).
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5.3.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Factors 1 (Interpersonal attraction)
and 2 (Group Pride) for Cohesiveness
The pilot test conducted earlier indicated that all 17 items are best described by a
2- factors structure for cohesiveness. This research then tested for the validity of a 2factor structure, this analysis being based on the robust statistics specified as (ML,
ROBUST). The covariance between the factors was estimated (Byrne, 2006). The LM
test was used to identify sources of misfit.
A review of the descriptive statistics after running the model indicated evidence
of univariate skewness and kurtosis. The normalized estimate of Mardia’s multivariate
kurtosis was far from the recommended value. Robust test irritation was used to provide
estimates adjusted for non-normality. A review of the goodness of fit statistics in Table
5.31 (initial model column) related to this initial CFA model showed the close to
acceptable fit (i.e. NFI = 0.857; CFI = 0.891; RMSEA = 0.091). However, the LM test
statistics (Lagrange Multiplier Test) revealed a substantial misspecification in the model
with reference to error covariance between E21 and E22.
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Table 5.31
Initial and Final CFA Model for Group Cohesiveness
Parameters

Initial Model

Final Model

434.1139

178.9775

118

75

p<0.001

p<0.001

0.857

0.922

BENTLER-BONETT NON-NORMED FIT INDEX

0.874

0.943

COMPARATIVE FIT INDEX (CFI)

0.891

0.953

ROOT MEAN-SQUARE ERROR OF
APPROXIMATION (RMSEA)

0.091

0.066

0.082-0.100

0.053-0.078

Goodness of Fit Summary for Method = Robust
Chi-Square
Degree of Freedom
P value for the Chi-Square
FIT INDICES (Robust)
BENTLER-BONETT

NORMED FIT INDEX

90% CONFIDENCE INTERVAL OF RMSEA

Table 5.32
Factor Correlation for Group Cohesiveness – Unstandardized (Covariance) and
Standardized (Correlation)

F1 (Interpersonal attraction)
F2 (Group Pride)

F1 (Interpersonal attraction)
0.733 (0.388*), p<0.05

Note: Unstandardized coefficients in parentheses
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F2 (Group Pride)
-

V21 corresponds to the item “If we put our heads together, I think we could come
up with some good travel ideas” while V22 corresponds with the item “It would be fun to
travel with the members of my trip group.” As the content of these two items appears to
reflect the same construct, it was concluded that the specification of an error covariance
between these two items was substantively reasonable. The model was re-specified
accordingly, and the review of goodness of fit seen in Table 5.31 (final model column)
related to the final CFA model indicated that the model had good fit (i.e., NFI = 0.922;
CFI = 0.953; RMSEA = 0.066).
Likewise, the LM Test statistics revealed no substantial misspecification in the
model. Correspondingly, further review indicated that the factor correlation was
correlation had in Table 5.32. The final CFA model for the cognitive evaluations can be
seen in Figure 5.1.
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0.81*
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0.60*
0.73*
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GP*

0.94*
0.93*
0.72*

Figure X: EQS 6 factor cohesion Chi Sq.=366.16 P=0.00 CFI=0.94 RMSEA=0.11

Figure 5.1. CFA Model for Factors 1 (Interpersonal Attraction) and 2 (Group Pride) in
Cohesiveness with Standardized Loading

5.3.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Factor 3 (Group Environment)
The goal was to identify what group environment factors respondents considered to
be part of their trip group environment and how they affected festival satisfaction. (i.e., I do
enjoy being a part of the social activities of this trip group). The participants responded to
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these 10 items developed through a thorough literature search using a 7-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree. A review of the goodness of
fit statistics related to the initial CFA model (Table 4.33) indicated that the model had
acceptable fit (i.e. NFI = 0.882; CFI = 0.905; RMSEA = 0.103).
Table 5.33
Initial and Final CFA Model for Group Environment (GE)
Parameters

Initial Model

Final Model

155.0574

19.9539

35

13

p<0.001

0.09636

BENTLER-BONETT NORMED FIT INDEX

0.882

0.975

BENTLER-BONETT NON-NORMED FIT INDEX

0.878

0.985

COMPARATIVE FIT INDEX (CFI)
ROOT MEAN-SQUARE ERROR OF
APPROXIMATION (RMSEA)

0.905

0.991

0.103

0.041

0.087-0.120

0.000-0.074

Goodness of Fit Summary for Method = Robust
Chi-Square
Degree of Freedom
P value for the Chi-Square
FIT INDICES (Robust)

90% CONFIDENCE INTERVAL OF RMSEA

LM test statistics revealed a substantial misspecification in the model with
reference to error covariance between E37 and E38. The V37 corresponds to the item
“Our group members socialize together outside of this festival” while V38 corresponds
with the item “Members of our group stick together outside of this festival.” As the
content of these two items appears to reflect the same construct, it was concluded that the
specification of an error covariance between these two items was substantive reasonable.
In addition, the loading for GE3 (0.373) and GE7 (0.005) were indicating poor reliability,

120

and thus, these two items were deleted. The model was re-specified accordingly and a
review of the goodness of fit seen in Table 5.33 (final model column) related to the final
CFA model indicated good fit (i.e. NFI = 0.975; CFI = 0.985; RMSEA = 0.041).
Similarly, the LM test statistics revealed no more substantial misspecification in the
model. The final CFA model for group environment is presented in Figure 5.2.

GE1

0.61

E29*

GE2

0.62

E30*

GE4

0.48

E32*

GE5

0.37

E33*

GE6

0.72

E34*

GE9

0.60

E37*

0.79
0.79*
0.88*

GE

0.93*

0.70*
0.80*
0.75*

0.64*

GE10

0.66

E38*

Figure X: EQS 6 factor model ge Chi Sq.=40.07 P=0.00 CFI=0.99 RMSEA=0.08

Figure 5.2. CFA Model for Factor 3 (Group Environment, GE) with Standardized
Loading
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5.3.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Factor 4 (Group Development)
This study was also interested in understanding what group environment factors the
respondents considered to be part of their trip group environment and how they affected
festival satisfaction. (i.e., Attending this festival with this group, I felt inspired to do my
best work for the group’s success). Respondents were presented with 10 items
constructed following a thorough literature search and asked to indicate their agreement
for each item based on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 =
Strongly Agree.
Review of the goodness of fit statistics related to the initial CFA model (Table
5.34) indicated the acceptable fit (i.e. NFI = 0.917; CFI = 0.942; RMSEA = 0.080). The
LM test statistics indicated that E51 and E49 needed to be re-specified. Three items had
poor reliability, specifically GD2 (0.295), GD8 (0.287), and GD10 (-0.117) and were
omitted. In the final model, item GD7 covariance with three other items and was
omitted.
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Table 5.34
Initial and Final CFA Model for Group Development
Parameters

Initial Model

Final Model

106.4794

13.5454

35

9

p<0.001

0.13944

0.917

0.977

BENTLER-BONETT NON-NORMED FIT INDEX

0.925

0.987

COMPARATIVE FIT INDEX (CFI)

0.942

0.992

ROOT MEAN-SQUARE ERROR OF
APPROXIMATION (RMSEA)

0.080

0.040

0.063-0.097

0.000-0.080

Goodness of Fit Summary for Method = Robust
Chi-Square
Degree of Freedom
P value for the Chi-Square
FIT INDICES
BENTLER-BONETT

NORMED FIT INDEX

90% CONFIDENCE INTERVAL OF RMSEA

The model was re-specified and the review of goodness of fit seen in Table 5.34
(final model column) for the final CFA model indicated a very good fit (i.e., NFI = 0.977;
CFI = 0.987; RMSEA = 0.040). Likewise, the LM Test statistics revealed no substantial
misspecifications in the model. Correspondingly, further review indicated that all factors
loadings were statistically significant (Table 5.33). The final CFA model for Factor 4,
Group Development, is presented in Figure 5.3.
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0.86

GD1

0.51

E39*

GD3

0.40

E41*

GD4

0.56

E42*

GD5

0.38

E43*

GD6

0.67

E44*

GD9

0.62

E47*

0.92*

0.83*

GD
0.93*

0.74*

0.79*

Figure X: EQS 6 factor gd Chi Sq.=26.99 P=0.00 CFI=0.99 RMSEA=0.08

Figure 5.3. CFA Model for Factor 4 (Group Development) with Standardized Loading
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5.3.4 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Festivalscape Satisfaction; Comport,
Fun, Product
This research was also concerned with respondents’ satisfaction with the quality
and safety of the festival site. Thus, respondents indicated their agreement using a 7-point
Likert scale ranging from 1=strongly agree to 7=strongly disagree on 15 items developed
through a literature search on festivalscape satisfaction.
Table 5.35
Initial and Final CFA Model for Festivalscape Satisfaction
Parameters

Initial Model

Final Model

254.8576

144.0354

87

72

p<0.001

p<0.001

0.880

0.917

BENTLER-BONETT NON-NORMED FIT INDEX

0.907

0.945

COMPARATIVE FIT INDEX (CFI)

0.923

0.956

ROOT MEAN-SQUARE ERROR OF
APPROXIMATION (RMSEA)

0.068

0.056

0.057-0.080

0.042-0.069

Goodness of Fit Summary for Method = Robust
Chi-Square
Degree of Freedom
P value for the Chi-Square
FIT INDICES
BENTLER-BONETT

NORMED FIT INDEX

90% CONFIDENCE INTERVAL OF RMSEA

Three factors of festivalscape satisfaction were postulated (fun, comfort, and
product). A review of the goodness of fit statistics related to the initial CFA seen in Table
5.35 (initial model column) indicated good fit (i.e., NFI = 0.880; CFI = 0.923; RMSEA =
0.068). The LM test statistics revealed a substantial misspecification in the model with
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reference to error covariance between E49/E56 and between E54/E55. It was clear that
the model required re-specification involving these parameters. V49 corresponds to the
item “Promotional activities for festival” while V56 corresponds to the item “Printed
information about festival/event and times for this festival”; V54 corresponds to the item
the “Parking facility at this festival site,” while V55 corresponds to the item “Number of
the rest areas at this festival site.” Since the content of these pairs of items appears to
reflect the same construct, it was concluded that specification of an error covariance
between them was substantive reasonable.

Table 5.36.
Factor Correlation for Festivalscape Satisfaction – Unstandardized (Covariance) and
Standardized (Correlation)
F1 (Comfort)
F1 (Comfort)
F2 (Fun)
F3 (Product)

F2 (Fun)

F3 (Product)

0.813 (0.626*),
p<0.05
0.704 (0.503*),
p<0.05

0.797 (0.908*),
p<0.05

-

Note: Unstandardized coefficients in parentheses

The model was re-specified accordingly and the review of goodness of fit seen in
Table 5.35 (final model column) for the final CFA model indicated a very good fit (i.e.
NFI = 0.917; CFI = 0.956; SRMR = 0.050; RMSEA = 0.056). Likewise, the LM test
statistics revealed no additional substantial misspecifications in the model.
Correspondingly, further review indicated that all factor correlations were statistically
significant (Table 5.36). The table 5.36 shows that higher correlation between factors.
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Three factors comfort, fun, product had substantial common variance. This indicated
three first order factors reflected by second-order factor. It will be statically identical.
The final CFA model for cognitive evaluations is presented in Figure 5.4.
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Figure X: EQS 6 factor model fss Chi Sq.=222.61 P=0.00 CFI=0.94 RMSEA=0.08

Figure 5.4.

CFA Model for Festivalscape Satisfaction (FSS1-Fun, FSS2-Comfort,
FSS3-Product) with Standardized Loading
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5.3.5 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Factor 8 (Overall Satisfaction)
To determine the respondents’ overall satisfaction with the festival site, they were
presented with 3 items derived from past research and asked to indicate their views using
a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. Since this
factor has only three items it was just identified with zero degrees of freedom and the fit
was perfect. The model fit table is not presented for this factor. The first items fixed to 1.
The each of item loading was shown that item1 = 0.979, item 2 = 0.968, and item 2 =
0.959.

5.3.6 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Factor 9 (Future Intention)
To measure their future intentions for revising the festival, the participants
responded to 6 items developed through a thorough literature search using a 7-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree.
A review of the goodness of fit statistics related to the initial CFA model (Table
5.37) indicated a poor fit (i.e. NFI = 0.737; CFI = 0.746; RMSEA = 0.223). The LM test
statistics indicated that error covariance between V67/V68, V69/V70, V71/V72, and
V69/V71 required re-specifying. V67 corresponds to the item “I plan to attend this
festival at least once more in the next 5 year” while V68 corresponds to the item “I will
try to attend this festival at least once more in the next 5 years.” V69 corresponds to the
item “I plan to attend this festival with my current trip group members in the next 5
years” while error variance E70 corresponds to the item “I will try attend this festival
with my current trip group members in the next 5 years.” And V71 corresponds to the
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item “I will recommend this festival to others who wish to attend similar festival,” while
V72 corresponds to the items, “I will recommend this festival to my friends and
neighbors.” The content of these 6 items appears to reflect the same construct; however,
the items reflect three different aspects of intention: individual intention within 5 years,
group intention within 5 years, and recommend intention. Therefore, it was concluded
that specification of an error covariance between these two of items was substantive
reasonable. It was consist of 3 factors with each 2 items.

Table 5.37
Initial and Final CFA Model for Intention
Parameters

Initial Model

Final Model

Goodness of Fit Summary for Method = Robust
Chi-Square

153.1321

5.1934

9

5

p<0.001

0.39274

0.737

0.991

BENTLER-BONETT NON-NORMED FIT INDEX

0.577

0.999

COMPARATIVE FIT INDEX (CFI)

0.746

1.000

ROOT MEAN-SQUARE ERROR OF
APPROXIMATION (RMSEA)

0.223

0.011

0.192-0.254

0.000-0.079

Degree of Freedom
P value for the Chi-Square
FIT INDICES
BENTLER-BONETT

NORMED FIT INDEX

90% CONFIDENCE INTERVAL OF RMSEA
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The model was re-specified with error covariance between E 67/E68, E69/E70,
E71/E72 and the review of goodness of fit seen in Table 5.37 (final model column) of the
final CFA model indicated a very good fit (i.e. NFI = 0.991; CFI = 1.000; RMSEA =
0.011). Likewise, the LM Test statistics revealed no substantial misspecification in the
model. The further review indicated that all factor loading were statistically significant
(Table 5.35). The final CFA model for cognitive evaluations is presented in Figure 5.5.
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Figure X: EQS 6 factor intention Chi Sq.=14.30 P=0.01 CFI=1.00 RMSEA=0.08

Figure 5.5. CFA model for Factor 9 (Intention) with Standardized Loading
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5.3.7 Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Final Conceptual Research Model
Similar to the previous CFA Factor models, the final conceptual model began
based on the robust statistics specified as (ML, ROBUST). Since this model involves 9
factors, the PFF, PDD, PEE, GFF, and BFF functions were specified in the SET
command to determine sources of misfit (Byrne, 2006). A review of the descriptive
statistics revealed evidence of substantial univariate skewness or Kurtosis. The
normalized estimate of Mardia’s multivariate kurtosis was 156. The literature suggests
that with the large case contributions to kurtosis, it is likely that outlying cases may be
more of a problem than bad distributions (Byrne, 2006). To address this issue, outlying
cases were deleted one-by-one following a series of analyses, with 15 cases in total being
deleted from further analysis.
The review of the goodness of fit statistics related to the initial hypothesized CFA
model (Table 5.38- initial model) indicated a poor fit (i.e. NFI = 0.696; CFI = 0.802;
RMSEA = 0.063). The review of the LM test statistics indicated a substantial
misspecification regarding parameters (E67, E68) with an LM test X 2 value of 354.901,
parameters (E69, E70) with an LM test X 2 value of 243.673, parameters (E71, E72) with
an LM test X 2 value of 214.488, parameters (E62, E61) with an LM test X 2 value of
124.979, parameters (E70, E69) with an LM test X 2 value of 115.514, parameters (E86,
E85) with an LM test X 2 value of 115.022, and parameters (E74, E75) with an LM test
X 2 value of 102.853.
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Table 5.38
Initial and Final CFA model of Overall Perception
Parameters

Initial Model

Final Model

Goodness of Fit Summary for Method = Robust
Chi-Square

3918.1817

1870.6168

1733

1131

p<0.001

p<0.001

0.696

0.812

BENTLER-BONETT NON-NORMED FIT INDEX

0.791

0.908

COMPARATIVE FIT INDEX (CFI)

0.802

0.915

ROOT MEAN-SQUARE ERROR OF
APPROXIMATION (RMSEA)

0.063

0.045

0.060-0.065

0.041-0.049

Degree of Freedom
P value for the Chi-Square
FIT INDICES
BENTLER-BONETT

NORMED FIT INDEX

90% CONFIDENCE INTERVAL OF RMSEA

The initial model revealed misspecification for F1 and F2 with an LM test X 2
value of 160.600. F1 and F2 were highly correlated and modeled to reflect a single
second-order factor. F5, F6, and F7 were highly correlated and modeled to reflect a single
second-order factor. The model was re-specified with two second-order factors.
Eight items had poor reliability and were dropped: IA2 (0.240), IA (0.250), GP2
(0.268), GE3 (0.102), GE7 (0.000), GD2 (0.062), GD8 (0.057), GD10 (0.010).
The model was modified accordingly, and again the LM test statistics show the
six parameters were revealed misspecification regarding parameters (E54, E55) with an
LM test X 2 value of 48.794, parameters (E69, E71) with an LM test X2 value of 46.970,
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parameters (E49, E56) with an LM test X 2 value of 37.469, parameters (E19, E20) with
an LM test X 2 value of 6.240, parameters (E17, E18) with an LM test X 2 value of 35.132,
and parameters (E32, E33) with an LM test X 2 value of 29.735
After adding this error covariance the LM test statistics revealed misspecification
regarding parameters (E26, E27) with an LM test X 2 value of 27.211. However, no further
modifications were made to the model to avoid the risk of over parameterizing since it
exhibited an acceptable fit (i.e. NFI = 0.812; CFI = 0.915; RMSEA = 0.045) as shown in
Table 5.38 (final model). Table 5.39 and Table 5.40 show the final model item list and
corresponding factor names as well as the factor loadings.

Table 5.39
Final Measurement Model First Order Factor
Indicators and Factors
First Order Factor
F1: Interpersonal Attraction
INT1
INT4
INT5
INT6
INT7
INT8
INT9
INT10
INT11

My trip group members would fit with my circle
of friends.
I could establish a personal friendship with any of
my trip group members.
I would like to have a friendly chat with any
member of my trip group.
My trip group members are pleasant to be with
I have confidence in my trip group members’
ability to participate in this festival.
If I wanted to plan a trip, I could probably depend
on my trip group members.
I think a planning a trip with my trip group
members would be possible.
If we put our heads together, I think we could
come up with some good travel ideas.
It would be fun to travel with the members of my
trip group.
Continued…/
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Alpha

Rho

AVE

0.962

0.982

0.737

Standardized
loading

0.810
0.832
0.945
0.928
0.883
0.803
0.802
0.849
0.875

Table 5.39
Final Measurement Model First Order Factor
Indicators and Factors

Alpha

F2: Group Pride
GP1
GP3
GP4
GP5
GP6

0.895

GE4
GE5
GE6
GE8
GE9
GE10

GD3
GD4
GD5
GD6
GD9

0.901

0.648

0.715
0.922
0.910
0.726
0.950

0.653

I am happy with the amount of time spent at this
festival
I am happy with my group’s level of desire to
participate in this festivals
I like the style of interaction with my trip group
members
For me this group is one of the most important
social groups to which I belong.
Some of my best friends are in this trip group
Our group members socialize together outside of
this festival
Members of our group stick together outside of
this festival

0.790
0.788
0.878
0.931
0.699
0.797
0.752
0.933

When I speak to friends about my experience
with this trip group, I will refer to it as a
good experience.
I will make it a point, should the situation
arise, to attend a festival with this trip group
again.
I found I had similar values to those of other
group members.
If the situation arose, I would be glad to tell
others of my participation with this trip
group.
Attending this festival with this group, I felt
inspired to do my best work for the group’s
success.
I really care about the future of this trip group.
Continued…/
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Standardized
loading
0.724

0.929

F4: Group Development
GD1

AVE

I am proud to think of myself as a member of this
trip group.
When someone praises any member of my trip
group, I feel it is a personal compliment to me.
I talk up my trip group members to friends.
I frequently tell others how much I like my trip
group members.
It would be hard to think of other group members
I would like as much.

F3: Group Environment
GE2

Rho

0.951

0.734
0.862
0.917
0.825
0.926
0.740
0.788

Table 5.39
Final Measurement Model First Order Factor
Indicators and Factors

Alpha

F5: Fun of Festival Scape Satisfaction
FSS1
FSS2
FSS3
FSS8
FSS15

0.841

FSS14

INT1
INT2
INT3
INT4
INT5
INT6

0.522

0.739
0.918

0.519

Feeling of safety at the festival site
Cleanliness of restrooms at this festival site
Parking facility at this festival site
Number of the rest areas at this festival site
Cleanliness of the festival site
Accessibility for elderly, disabled and children
at this festival site
Accessibility to public toilets

0.833
0.742
0.707
0.687
0.717
0.619
0.733
0.841

0.866

0.642

Quality of food at this festival site
Quality of beverage at this festival site
Price of food at this festival site

0.776
0.890
0.729

F5: Overall Satisfaction
OS1
OS2
OS3

Standardized
loading

0.623
0.768
0.831
0.627

0.854

F7: Product of Festival Scape Satisfaction
FSS10
FSS11
FSS12

0.843

AVE

Promotional activities for festival
Live Entertainment
Feeling of safety at the festival site
Printed information about festival/event and
times for this festival
Helpfulness of festival staff

F6: Comfort of Festival Scape Satisfaction
FSS4
FSS5
FSS6
FSS7
FSS9
FSS13

Rho

0.978

Overall, I am satisfied with this festival.
As a whole, I am happy with this festival.
I believe I did the right thing in attending this
festival.
I plan to attend this festival at least once more
in the next 5 years.
I will try to attend this festival at least once
more in the next 5 years.
I plan to attend this festival with my current
trip group members in the next 5 years.
I will try to attend this festival with my current
trip group members in the next 5 years.
I will recommend this festival to others who
wish to attend similar festival.
I will recommend this festival to friends and
neighbor
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0.980

0.938
0.979
0.968
0.959
0.878
0.903
0.856
0.871
0.733
0.733

Table 5.40
Final Measurement Model Second Order Factor
Indicators and Factors
Second Order Factor
F10: Cohesiveness
Factor 1: Interpersonal Attraction
Factor 2: Group Pride
F11: Festivalscape Satisfaction
Factor 5: Fun
Factor 6: Comfort
Factor 7: Product

Alpha

Rho

AVE

0.826

0.826

0.705

0.931

0.957

0.824

Standardized
loading
0.838
0.841
0.948
0.959
0.808

5.3.8 Convergent and Discriminant Validity
Kline (2005) suggests that when conducting CFA, researchers should check the
convergent and discriminant validity of the CFA model. Convergent validity refers to the
internal consistency of a set of items that form a particular construct. According to Byrne
(2006), convergent validity helps the researcher to know the strength of the relationships
between the items predicted to represent a single latent construct. Byrne (2006) argues
further that a given set of items theorized to represent a construct must both be strongly
related to one another and represent one and only one factor, and that high inter-item
correlations, alpha coefficients, and factor loadings are good indicators of convergent
validity. A construct exhibits good convergent validity when the Average Variance
Extracted (AVE) by that construct is greater than 0.5. As indicated in Table 4.40, the
AVE for all factors are above 0.5, meaning good convergent validity.
Discriminant validity refers to the relationship between a particular latent
construct and others of a similar nature (Byrne, 2006). Discriminant validity is exhibited

136

when the correlations among manifest indicators of a single construct are greater than the
correlations between those items and the items representing other latent factors (Kline,
2005). The discriminant validity of the scales is established when the square root of the
AVE of each factor is greater than the correlations between pairs of factors (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981). As indicated in Table 5.41, the values of the AVE exceeded correlations
except for factors reflecting 2nd order factors, signifying good discriminant validity of the
model.

Table 5.41
Convergent and Discriminant Validity
AVE
F1
F2
F3
F4
F5
F6
F7
F8
F9
F1
0.737
0.858
F2
0.648
0.733
0.805
F3
0.653
0.750
0.766
0.808
F4
0.715
0.775
0.810
0.872
0.846
F5
0.479
0.411
0.366
0.396
0.432
0.692
F6
0.522
0.342
0.327
0.305
0.366
0.738
0.722
F7
0.642
0.416
0.363
0.380
0.409
0.607
0.690
0.801
F8
0.938
0.483
0.434
0.506
0.564
0.620
0.598
0.515
0.969
F9
0.962
0.497
0.498
0.521
0.588
0.489
0.522
0.396
0.686
0.981
a. The diagonal elements are the square root of the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) (the shared variance
between the factors and their items). For good discriminant validity these values should not be less than any
of the correlations below the diagonal elements.
b. The off-diagonal elements are the correlations between factors.
Note: F1 = Interpersonal Attraction, F2 = Group Pride, F3 = Group Environment, F4 = Group
Development, F5 = Fun of Festivalscape satisfaction, F6 = Comfort of Festivalscape satisfaction, F7 =
Product of Festivalscape satisfaction, F8 = Overall Satisfaction, F9 = Intention
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5.4 Summary of the Chapter
This chapter is the result of the basic analysis. The research data were screened
using SPSS 20.0 software. The accuracy of data entry, missing data, skewness, and
kurtosis for all surveys was done through SPSS REGRESSION with residual. The final
data sample was 335 after data screening for descriptive analysis. For the multilevel
analysis 13 for one member of group case was not including for main analysis. Research
data were analyzed by Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). It exhibited a very good fit
(i.e. NNFI = 0.908; CFI = 0.997; SRMR = 0.046; RMSEA = 0.011) as shown in Table
5.38 (final model column). Constructs based on cohesiveness theory, indicated good
measurement properties for event and festival attendees.
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CHAPTER SIX
RESULTS OF RESEARCH QUESTION
This chapter focuses on the result of the multi-level measurement and multi-level
structural model test and the hypothesis testing. It combines the measurement model and
structural model at the individual and group level. It concludes with the results of the
hypothesis testing and tests of mediation.

6.1 Measurement Model
For this study, multiple level measurement model was developed in order to
assess the reliability and validity of the scales. After reaching reasonable fit indices, one
model was run for both targets. Then each interaction variable was added to the models
separately for each target, and one model was run for all latent variables including the
interaction variables.
Multi Level Measurement Model
Before running the multi-level model, the inter-class correlations for each item
were calculated using ICC because of its capability to show if the observations from the
same group tend to be different than the observations from other groups. It is, thus, a
unique measure for detecting the interdependence of group responses (Kashy & Kenny
2000; Kenny, Kashy & Cook, 2006). Table 6.1 shows the inter-class correlations for all
the variables. The variable intention exhibits the highest ICC range at between 0.554 and
0.564. At least 55% of the variance of is at the group level. Festivalscape satisfaction was
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found to have the lowest ICCs t between 0.105 and 0.135. As a result, the majority of the
items have ICC scores over .10, indicating the need to analyze the data at two levels.
Table 6.1
Interclass Correlation Coefficients for All Variables
Model-based Interclass Correlation Coefficients
INTA1
0.275
GE2
0.462
INTA3
0.265
GE4
0.400
INTA5
0.350
GE5
0.394
INTA6
0.435
GE6
0.187
INTA7
0.396
GE8
0.193
INTA8
0.237
GE9
0.374
INTA9
0.358
GE10
0.303
INTA10
0.301
GD1
0.513
INTA11
0.309
GD3
0.467
GP1
0.445
GD4
0.354
GP3
0.143
GD5
0.412
GP4
0.237
GD6
0.234
GP5
0.239
GD9
0.299
GP6
0.170

FSS1
FSS2
FSS3
FSS5
FSS6
FSS7
FSS8
FSS9
FSS10
FSS11
FSS12
FSS13
FSS14
FSS15

0.225
0.371
0.415
0.179
0.161
0.105
0.205
0.325
0.345
0.260
0.289
0.135
0.204
0.294

OS1
OS2
OS3
INT1
INT2
INT3
INT4
INT5
INT6

0.554
0.547
0.564
0.431
0.420
0.409
0.420
0.496
0.497

Initial multilevel CFA was conducted to verify model fit indices, with the results
showing that the multi-level CFA model fit well (Table 6.2). Next, this study tested the
convergent validity, discriminant validity, and internal consistency at both level 1 and
level 2. The review of the goodness of fit statistics related to the initial CFA model
(Table 5.2) indicated a good fit (i.e. NFI = 0.842, CFI = 0.958; SRMR = 0.055; RMSEA
= 0.043). The LM test statistics indicated that E68/E67. E70/E69, E72/E71, E22/E21, and
E38/E37 needed to be re-specified and that the model required re-specification involving
these error variance. V67 corresponds to the item “I plan to attend this festival at least
once more in the next 5 years” while V68 corresponds to the item “I will try to attend this
festival at least once more in the next 5 years.” The V69 corresponds to “I plan to attend
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this festival with my current trip group members in next 5 years” V70 corresponds to the
item “I will try attend this festival with my current trip group members in next 5 years.”
And V71 corresponds to “I will recommend this festival to others who wish to attend
similar festivals” while V72 corresponds to the item “I will recommend this festival to
my friends and neighbors.” The content of these 6 items appears to reflect the same
construct, but each of the correlation includes only two items for each factor. Therefore,
the researcher concluded that specification of an error covariance between these pairs was
substantive reasonable.
Table 6.2
Multi Level Measurement Model
Initial MultiLevel Model

Final MultiLevel Model

4564.002
2278
p<0.001

3075.599
2268
p<0.001

BENTLER-BONETT NORMED FIT INDEX

0.842

0.877

BENTLER-BONETT NON-NORMED FIT INDEX

0.954

0.997

COMPARATIVE FIT INDEX (CFI)

0.958

0.997

ROOT MEAN-SQUARE RESIDUAL (RMR)

0.038

0.034

STANDARDIZED RMR
ROOT MEAN-SQUARE ERROR OF
APPROXIMATION (RMSEA)
90% CONFIDENCE INTERVAL OF RMSEA

0.055

0.046

0.043

0.011

0.039-0.048

0.000-0.021

Parameters
Goodness of Fit Summary for Method = ML
Chi-Square
Degree of Freedom
P value for the Chi-Square
FIT INDICES
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The model was re-specified accordingly, and the review of the goodness of fit
seen in Table 5.2 (final model column) as related to the final CFA model indicated that
the model exhibited a good fit (i.e. NFI = 0.877; CFI = 0.997; SRMR = 0.046; RMSEA
= 0.011). Likewise, the LM Test statistics revealed no more substantial misspecifications
in the model. Correspondingly, further review indicated that all factor loadings were
statistically significant (Table 6.3).
Convergent validity was evaluated by comparing the four factors of cohesiveness,
the three factors festivalscape satisfaction, the one factor of overall satisfaction, and the
one factor of the intention in both the level 1 and level 2 models: Interpersonal attraction
(9-item scale with Rho coefficient in the level 1 model=0.976, Rho coefficient in the
level 2 model=0.997), group pride (5-item scale with Rho coefficient in the level 1
model=0.893, Rho coefficient in the level 2 model=0.987), group environment (7-item
scale with Rho coefficient in the level 1 model=0.929, Rho coefficient in the level 2
model=0.989), group development (6-item scale with Rho coefficient in the level 1
model=0.931, Rho coefficient in the level 2 model=0.993), festivalscape satisfaction 1fun (4-item scale with Rho coefficient in the level 1 model=0.779, Rho coefficient in the
level 2 model=0.938), festivalscape satisfaction 2 – comfort (7-item scale with Rho
coefficient in the level 1 model=0.875, Rho coefficient in the level 2 model=0.969),
festivalscape satisfaction 3 – product (3-item scale with Rho coefficient in the level 1
model=0.893, Rho coefficient in the level 2 model=0.833), overall satisfaction (3-item
scale with Rho coefficient in the level 1 model=0.963, Rho coefficient in the level 2
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model=0.997), and intention (6-item scale with Rho coefficient in the level 1
model=0.901, Rho coefficient in the level 2 model=0.994).
Table 6.3
Factor Loadings, Reliability Coefficients, and AVEs of Modified Multi-level Model
Level 1
Loading
Interpersonal
Attraction
IA1 0.761
IA4 0.801
IA5 0.915
IA6 0.903
IA7 0.851
IA8 0.806
IA9 0.859
IA10 0.821
IA11 0.854
Group Pride
GP1 0.694
GP3 0.694
GP4 0.923
GP5 0.917
GP6 0.702
Group Environment
GE2 0.680
GE4 0.787
GE5 0.868
GE6 0.735
GE8 0.707
GE9 0.755
GE10 0.740
Group Development
GD1 0.780
GD3 0.890
GD4 0.758
GD5 0.891
GD6 0.723
GD9 0.744

Alpha
0.956

Level 2
Rho

AVE

0.976

0.708

Loading

Alpha

Rho

AVE

0.989

0.997

0.906

0.973

0.987

0.879

0.986

0.989

0.910

0.987

0.993

0.930

0.960
0.966
0.988
0.995
0.988
0.941
0.787
0.967
0.974
0.889

0.893

0.618
0.974
0.853
0.980
0.981
0.900

0.902

0.929

0.567
0.926
0.981
0.992
0.919
0.930
0.970
0.960

0.913

0.931

0.636

Continued…/
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0.983
0.948
0.974
0.993
0.930
0.958

Table 6.3
Factor Loadings, Reliability Coefficients, and AVEs of Modified Multi-level Model
Level 1
Loading
Festivalscape 1
FSS1 0.662
FSS2 0.650
FSS4 0.500
FSS8 0.714
FSS15 0.624
Festivalscape 2
FSS5 0.749
FSS6 0.735
FSS7 0.729
FSS9 0.666
FSS13 0.616
FSS14 0.733
Festivalscape 3
FSS10 0.825
FSS11 0.909
FSS12 0.772
Overall Satisfaction
OS1 0.967
OS2 0.935
OS3 0.915
Intention
INT 1 0.711
INT 2 0.760
INT 3 0.876
INT 4 0.897
INT 5 0.546
INT 6 0.530

Alpha
0.766

Level 2
Rho
0.779

AVE
0.439

Loading

Alpha
0.890

Rho
0.938

AVE
0.730

0.930

0.969

0.654

0.783

0.833

0.547

0.997

0.997

0.991

0.989

0.994

0.937

0.821
0.844
0.944
0.804
0.948
0.855

0.875

0.456
0.700
0.813
0.845
0.969
0.720
0.671

0.874

0.893

0.698

0.957

0.963

0.881

0.866

0.901

0.518
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0.664
0.878
0.676
0.993
0.997
0.997
0.991
0.988
0.933
0.938
0.986
0.972

Table 6.4
Correlations among All Constructs: Level 1 Model
AVE
F1
F2
F3
F4
F5
F6
F7
F8
F9
F1
0.708
0.841
F2
0.618
0.706
0.786
F3
0.567
0.722
0.738
0.753
F4
0.636
0.736
0.779
0.895
0.797
F5
0.439
0.317
0.306
0.320
0.317
0.663
F6
0.456
0.226
0.268
0.206
0.259
0.835
0.675
F7
0.698
0.304
0.282
0.260
0.264
0.670
0.767
0.835
F8
0.881
0.307
0.279
0.341
0.324
0.538
0.519
0.480
0.939
F9
0.518
0.442
0.452
0.487
0.498
0.344
0.507
0.342
0.385
0.722
a. The diagonal elements are the square root of the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) (the shared variance
between the factors and their items). For good discriminant validity these values should not be less than any
of the correlations below the diagonal elements.
b. The off-diagonal elements are the correlations between factors.

To assess convergent and discriminant validity, the AVE of each factor was
calculated at both levels. Table 6.4 shows the square root AVEs and factor correlations
for level 1, and Table 6.5 shows them for level 2. All AVEs for factors at level 1 are over
0.4 and all AVEs at level 2 are over 0.5. Also correlations between factors are less than
the square root of AVEs at both levels, except for factors that served as indicators of the
second-order factors. The F1, F2 which were indicators the second-order factor of
Cohesiveness. The first order factors F5, F6, and F7 were indicator the second-order
factor of Festivalscape Satisfaction. As a result, the multi-level measurement model has
good convergent and discriminant validity.
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Table 6.5
Correlations among All Constructs: Level 2 Model
AVE
F1
F2
F3
F4
F5
F6
F7
F8
F9
F1
0.906
0.952
F2
0.879
0.918
0.937
F3
0.910
0.935
0.973
0.954
F4
0.930
0.947
0.985
0.987
0.964
F5
0.730
0.821
0.795
0.781
0.824
0.854
F6
0.654
0.767
0.764
0.742
0.798
0.978
0.809
F7
0.547
0.900
0.897
0.915
0.926
0.952
0.909
0.740
F8
0.991
0.791
0.826
0.794
0.851
0.962
0.976
0.897
0.995
F9
0.937
0.707
0.820
0.761
0.830
0.812
0.828
0.796
0.896
0.968
a. The diagonal elements are the square root of the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) (the shared variance
between the factors and their items). For good discriminant validity these values should not be less than any
of the correlations below the diagonal elements.

6.2 Structure Models
To examine the group cohesiveness scale developed for event and festival
attendees, this study tested the relationships among cohesiveness, group environment,
group development, festivalscape satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and intention. This
study analyzed two structural models: a single-level structural equation model and a
multi-level structure model.

6.2.1 Multi Level Structural Equation Mode Results
The hypothesized model was tested using the multi-level structural equation
model depicted in Figure 5.1 (individual level: level 1) and Figure 6.2 (group level: level
2). When both individual and group level models are simultaneously measured, it
positively affects the results since misspecifications at one level influence the other level
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(Hox, 2010). The initial model exhibited a good fit (i.e. NFI = 0.840; CFI = 0.957;
SRMR = 0.056; RMSEA = 0.043). From the measurement model the intention items
different pattern of correlations. The LM test statistics indicated that E68/E67. E70/E69,
E72/E71, E22/E21, and E38/E37 needed to be re-specified and that the model required
re-specification involving these parameters. The content of these 6 items appears to
reflect the same construct, but different aspects of intention: individual of intention,
group of intention, and recommend of intention. Therefore, it was concluded that
specification of an error covariance between these pair of items was substantive
reasonable. After modification the final model exhibited a very good fit (i.e. NFI = 0.876;
CFI = 0.998; SRMR = 0.047; RMSEA = 0.008).

Table 6.6
Structure Model Multi-level
Parameters

Initial Model

Final Model

4582.309
2312
p<0.001

3783.546
2316
p<0.001

Goodness of Fit Summary for Method = ML
Chi-Square
Degree of Freedom
P value for the Chi-Square
FIT INDICES
BENTLER-BONETT NORMED FIT INDEX

0.840

0.876

BENTLER-BONETT NON-NORMED FIT INDEX
COMPARATIVE FIT INDEX (CFI)
ROOT MEAN-SQUARE RESIDUAL (RMR)
STANDARDIZED RMR
ROOT MEAN-SQUARE ERROR OF
APPROXIMATION (RMSEA)
90% CONFIDENCE INTERVAL OF RMSEA

0.955
0.957
0.041
0.056

0.998
0.998
0.037
0.047

0.043

0.008

0.039-0.048

0.000-0.020
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The multi-level analysis of the level 1 model is shown in Table 6.7. In terms of
direct effects, the second order factor cohesiveness has a positive effect on the second
order factor festivalscape satisfaction (beta=0.324); the second order factor cohesiveness
has an effect on overall satisfaction (beta=0.183); the second order factor festivalscape
satisfaction has an effect on overall satisfaction (beta=0.517); the second order factor
cohesiveness has an effect on intention (beta=0.387); the second order factor
festivalscape satisfaction has an effect on intention (beta= 0.267), and overall satisfaction
has an effect on intention (beta=0.160). All of these paths were positive and significant.
The indirect effect of the second order factor cohesiveness on overall satisfaction
though the second order factor festivalscape was B=0.080 (z=6.88, p<0.05), and the
effect of the second order factor cohesiveness on intention by the second order factor
festival scape mediation was B=0.056 (z=3.37, p<0.05). These two indirect effects were
positive and significant. The effect of the second order factor cohesiveness on intention
through overall satisfaction was significant (B=0.047, z=1.99, p<0.05). The three path
mediation (festivalscape, overall satisfaction) between the second order factor
cohesiveness and intention was a positive and significant (B=0.027, z=2.22, p<0.05).
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Table 6.7
Results of Regression and Mediation Analyses: Level 1 Model
Unstandardized
Regression
Coefficient

Standardized
Regression
Coefficient

Cohesiveness (IV) - Interpersonal Attraction (DV)

0.490*

0.780

Cohesiveness (IV) - Group Pride (DV)

0.436*

0.823

Cohesiveness (IV) - Group Environment (DV)

0.452*

0.920

Cohesiveness (IV) - Group Development (DV)

0.495*

0.955

Festivalscape (IV) - Fun of festivalscape (DV)

1.000*

0.874

Festivalscape (IV) - Comfort of festivalscape (DV)

0.542*

0.967

Festivalscape (IV) - Product of festivalscape (DV)

1.231*

0.772

Cohesiveness (IV) - Festival scape (DV)

0.186*

0.324

Cohesiveness (IV) - Overall satisfaction (DV)

0.087*

0.183

Festivalscape (IV) - Overall satisfaction (DV)

0.431*

0.517

Cohesiveness (IV) - Intention (DV)

0.249*

0.387

Festivalscape (IV) - Intention (DV)

0.301*

0.267

Overall Satisfaction (IV) - Intention (DV)

0.216*

0.160

Cohesiveness (IV) - Festivalscape (MV) – Overall satisfaction (DV)

0.080*

0.168

Cohesiveness (IV) – Festivalscape (MV) - Intention (DV)

0.056*

0.087

Cohesiveness (IV) – Overall satisfaction (MV) - Intention (DV)

0.047

0.063

Cohesiveness (IV) – Festivalscape (MV) – Overall satisfaction
(MV) – Intention (DV)

0.017*

0.027

Direct Effects Path

Indirect Effects
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Fun

Comfort
0.967

0.874

Inter-personal
Attraction
0.780

0.772

Festival
Scape

Group Pride

0.267(0.301*)

0.324(0.186*)
0.823

0.387(0.249*)
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Cohesiveness
Group
Environment

Product

Intention

0.517(0.431*)

0.920

0.183(0.087*)

0.160(0.216*)

0.955
Group
Development

Overall
Satisfaction

Figure 6.1. Standardized and Unstandardized Coefficients of the Level 1 Structure Equation Model (Note:
Unstandardized coefficients in parentheses, * p<0.05)
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The multi-level analysis of the level 2 model is shown in Table 6.8. In terms of
direct effects, the second order factor cohesiveness has a positive effect on the second
order factor festivalscape satisfaction (beta=0.831); the second order factor cohesiveness
has an effect on overall satisfaction (beta=0.046); the second order factor festivalscape
satisfaction has an effect on overall satisfaction (beta=0.946), the second order factor
cohesiveness has an effect on intention (beta=0.028), and overall satisfaction has an
effect on intention (beta=0.906). Cohesiveness did not exhibit a significant effect on
overall satisfaction and intention. The indirect effects shown indicate that the second
order factor cohesiveness has a significant effect on overall satisfaction through the
second order factor festivalscape was B= 0.418 (z=3.10, p<0.05); the second order factor
cohesiveness effect on intention through overall satisfaction was not significant B=0.029
(z=0.435, p>0.10). The effect of the 3-path indirect effect (festivalscape, overall
satisfaction) between the second order factor cohesiveness and intention was a positive
and significant (B=0.483, z=2.41, p<0.05). Also, at level 2, since the direct effect
between festivalscape and intention was close. Thus, the relation between festivalscape
and intention was fully mediated.
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Table 6.8
Results of Regression and Mediation Analyses: Level 2 Model
Unstandardized
Regression
Coefficient

Direct Effects Path

Standardized
Regression
Coefficient

Cohesiveness (IV) - Interpersonal Attraction (DV)

0.457*

0.965

Cohesiveness (IV) - Group Pride (DV)

0.652*

0.993

Cohesiveness (IV) - Group Environment (DV)

0.602*

0.995

Cohesiveness (IV) - Group Development (DV)

0.661*

0.989

Festivalscape (IV) - Fun of festival scape (DV)

1.000*

0.991

Festivalscape (IV) - Comfort of festival scape (DV)

1.052*

0.998

Festivalscape (IV) - Product of festival scape (DV)

1.019*

0.958

Cohesiveness (IV) - Festivalscape (DV)

0.369*

0.831

Cohesiveness (IV) - Overall satisfaction (DV)

0.025

0.046

Festivalscape (IV) - Overall satisfaction (DV)

1.132*

0.946

0.019

0.028

1.157*

0.906

Cohesiveness (IV) - Intention (DV)
Overall Satisfaction (IV) - Intention (DV)
Indirect Effects
Cohesiveness (IV) - Festivalscape (MV) - Overall satisfaction (DV)
Cohesiveness (IV) – Overall satisfaction (MV) - Intention (DV)
Cohesiveness (IV) – Festivalscape (MV) – Overall satisfaction (MV)
– Intention (DV)
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0.418*

0.786

0.029

0.042

0.483*

0.712

Fun

Inter-personal
Attraction

Comfort

0.991
0.965

0.998

0.958

Festival
Scape

Group Pride

0.831(0.369*)
0.993

0.028(0.019)
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Cohesiveness
Group
Environment

Product

Intention

0.946(1.132*)

0.995
0.046(0.025)

0.906(1.157*)

0.989
Group
Development

Overall
Satisfaction

Figure 6.2. Standardized and Unstandardized Coefficients of the Level 2 Structure Equation Model (Note: Unstandardized
coefficients in parentheses, * p<0.05)
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6.2.2 Hypothesis Testing Result
Hypothesis 1 and 2 was tested based on the results of the multi-level structure
model. Also, significant differences between individual level and group level were tested.
Each hypothesis is followed by a Figure.

Hypothesis 1: Group Cohesiveness effect on the level of satisfaction and intention.

Hypothesis 2. Group Cohesiveness had a similar effect on satisfaction and intention in the
individual level and group level. (Multi-level Structural Model)

Test of Hypothesis 1a (H1a): Cohesiveness Effect on the Level of
Festivalscape Satisfaction.
In the multilevel structure model, the direct effect of the unstandardized
regression coefficient between the second order factor cohesiveness and the second order
factor festival scape was 0.186 for level 1 and 0.369 for level 2. Cohesiveness had a
significant effect on festivalscape. The Hypothesis 1a was supported.

Cohesiveness

Level 1: 0.324(0.186*)
Level 2: 0.831(0.369*)

Festival
-scape

Figure 6.3. Cohesiveness Effects on Festivalscape (Note: Unstandardized coefficients in
parentheses)
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The test of Hypothesis 2a (H2a): Group Cohesiveness has similar effect on
festivalscape satisfaction in the individual level and group level.
The direct effects of both level 1 and level 2 for the multi-level structural model
are shown in Figure 6.3. At the individual level and group level is a positive significant
effect. There was no significant different between the individual level and group level
(Chi-square: 0.988, p=0.320). The Hypothesis 2a was supported. The Chi-square
statistic is influenced by sample size. The probability of avoiding a Type II error is the
power of the test and is a function of the alternative hypothesis. Thus, support for
accepting the null hypothesis must be interpreted cautiously.

Test of Hypothesis 1b (H1b): The Significant Effect of Group Cohesiveness
on the Level of Overall Satisfaction
In the multi-level structure model, the direct effect between the second orders
factor cohesiveness and overall satisfaction was 0.087 for level 1 and 0.025 for level 2,
indicating cohesiveness had a significant effect on overall satisfaction at level 1 but not at
level 2.

Cohesiveness

Level 1: 0.183(0.087*)
Level 2: 0.046(0.025)

Overall
Satisfaction

Figure 6.4. Cohesiveness Effects on Overall Satisfaction (Note: Unstandardized coefficients in
parentheses)
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The Test of Hypothesis 2b (H2b): Group Cohesiveness has a similar effect on
overall satisfaction in the individual level and group level.
The direct effects at level 1 and level 2 in the multi-level structural model are shown in
Figure 6.5. Individual level was significant but the group level was not significant
However, the difference between individual and group leads was not significant. (Chisquare: 0.753, p=0.386). The Hypothesis 2b was supported. Accepting the null
hypothesis risks a type II error. Again, support for H2b must be interpreted cautiously.

Test of Hypothesis 1c (H1c): The Effect of Festivalscape Satisfaction on
Overall Satisfaction
Figure 6.5 shows the effect between festivalscape and overall satisfaction (level
1=0.431, level 2 = 1.132). It was a significant and positive effect at both levels, meaning
Hypothesis 1c was supported.

Festival
-scape

Level 1: 0.517(0.431*)
Level 2: 0.946(1.132*)

Overall
Satisfaction

Figure 6.5. Festival scape Effects on Overall Satisfaction. (Note: Unstandardized coefficients
in parentheses)
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The Test of Hypothesis 2d (H2d): Festivalscape satisfaction has a similar
effect on overall satisfaction in the individual level and group level.
The direct effects for both level 1 and level 2 in the multi-level structural model
are shown in Figure 6.5. The value of the unstandardized regression coefficient between
the second order factor festival scape satisfaction and satisfaction was 0.517 for level 1
and 0.946 for level 2, indicating a significant effect for both. The difference was
significant between the individual and group level (Chi-square: 4.982, p<0.05). The
Hypothesis 2d was not supported.

Test of Hypothesis 1d (H1d): The Effect of Overall Satisfaction on Intention
Figure 6.6 shows the effect between overall satisfaction and intention (level
1=0.216, level 2 = 1.157). It was a significant positive effect, meaning Hypothesis 1d
was supported.

Overall
Satisfaction

Level 1: 0.160(0.216*)
Level 2: 0.906(1.157*)
Intention

Figure 6.6. Overall Satisfaction Effects on Intention. (Note: Unstandardized coefficients in
parentheses).

The Test of Hypothesis 2e (H2e): Overall satisfaction has a similar effect on
intention in the individual level and group level.
Figure 6.6 shows the direct effects for both level 1 and level 2 in the multi-level
structural model. The value of the unstandardized regression coefficient between the
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second order factor cohesiveness and intention was 0.160 for level 1 and 0.906 for level
2, indicating a significant effect for both. However, there was not a significant difference
between the individual and group level (Chi-square: 1.672, p=0.196). The Hypothesis 2e
was supported. According to Kenny (2014) if the sample is larger than 400 there is small
risk of a Type II error, however, this research sample size was 147 at the group level with
322 individual sample. Thus, there is a risk of a Type II error.

The Test of Hypothesis 2c (H2c): Group Cohesiveness has a similar effect on
intention in the individual level and group level.
Figure 6.7 shows the direct effects for both level 1 and level 2 in the multi-level
structural model. The value of the unstandardized regression coefficient between the
second order factor cohesiveness and intention was 0.249 for level 1 and 0.019 for level
2, indicating a significant effect in the former but not the latter. However, there was not a
significant difference between within group and between group (Chi-square: 0.939,
p=0.333). The Hypothesis 2c was supported.
Falsely accepting the null hypothesis is considered type II error. The probability
of avoiding such an error is the power of the test and is a function of the alternative
hypothesis. The Chi-square value was low reducing the risk of a Type II error.

Cohesiveness

Level 1: 0.387(0.249*)
Level 2: 0.028(0.019)

Intention

Figure 6.7. Cohesiveness Effects on Intention. (Note: Unstandardized coefficients in parentheses)
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Hypothesis 3 (H3): Group environment positively mediates the relationship between group
cohesiveness and satisfaction in the individual level and group level.

Hypothesis 4 (H4): Group development positively mediates the relationship between group
cohesiveness and satisfaction in the individual level and group level.

As can be seen in Table 6.5 there are high correlations among cohesiveness and
group environment, suggesting these constructs were seen as similar by the participants.
Also, inspection of the items reveals substantial overlap commitment task and group
development. Thus, given that group environment and group development were highly
correlated with the indicated of 2nd order factor of cohesiveness, these two constructs
were included as indicators of cohesiveness. Therefore, the final multi-level structural
model does not exhibit mediation by group development and group environment,
meaning that Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 4 were could not be tested. The revised
structural model is illustrated in the three figures (Figure 6.8/ Figure 6.9/ Figure 6.10).
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Figure 6.8. The First Step of the Structural Model
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Figure 6.9. The Second Step of the Structural Model
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Figure 6.10. The Final Step of the Structural Model

6.2.3 Mediation Effect
Mediation is the process by which one independent variable (IV) influences a
dependent variable (DV) through a mediator variable (MV). According to Preacher and
Hayes (2008, p. 879), a “mediation hypothesis posits how, or by what means, an
independent variable (X) affects a dependent variable (Y) through one or more potential
intervening, or mediators (M).” Scholars argue that establishing relationships between
variables is essential because correlation, though important, is not a sufficient condition
for claiming that two variables are causally related (Preacher & Hayes, 2008, p. 879).
This research calculated the indirect effect using the Sobel Test, a method of testing the
significance of a mediation effect from a multi-level structural model.
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Testing for Mediates of Festivalscape Satisfaction on the Relationship
between Cohesiveness and Overall Satisfaction in the Individual Level and Group
Level.
Indirect effect (IV-MV-DV)
Level 1: 0.168(0.080*)
Level 2: 0.786(0.418*)

Festivalscape

a path

b path

Level 1: 0.324(0.186*)
Level 2: 0.831(0.369*)

Level 1: 0.517(0.431*)
Level 2:0.946(1.132*)

Cohesiveness

Direct path

Overall
Satisfaction

Level 1: 0.183(0.087*)
Level 2: 0.046(0.025*)

Figure 6.11. Cohesiveness Effect on Overall Satisfaction with Mediation of
Festivalscape. (Note: Unstandardized coefficients in parentheses)

The researcher tested the relationships between the second order factor
cohesiveness and overall satisfaction in the multi-level model. In terms of an indirect
effect, the second order factor cohesiveness was hypothesized to mediate the relationship
between cohesiveness and overall satisfaction. The results indicated that festivalscape
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satisfaction mediates an indirect effect of cohesiveness on overall satisfaction in both
level 1 (B=0.080, z=6.88, p<0.05) and level 2 (B=0.418, z=3.10, p<0.05).

Testing for Mediates of Overall Satisfaction on the Relationship between
Cohesiveness and Intention in the Individual Level and Group Level.
The researcher tested the relationships between the second order factor
cohesiveness and intention in the multi-level model. In term of an indirect effect, the
second order factor cohesiveness was hypothesized to mediate the relationship between
cohesiveness and intention. The results indicated that overall satisfaction mediates an
indirect effect of cohesiveness on intention for level 1 (B=0.047, z=1.83, p>0.05) and
level 2 (B=0.029, z=0.435, p>0.05). However, this effect was not significant for either
level.
Indirect effect (IV-MV-DV)
Level 1: 0.063(0.047)
Level 2: 0.042(0.029)

Overall

Satisfaction

b path

a path

Level 1: 0.160(0.216*)
Level 2: 0.906(1.157*)

Level 1: 0.183(0.087*)
Level 2: 0 046(0 025)
Cohesiveness

Intention

Direct path

Level 1: 0.387(0.249*)
Level 2: 0.028(0.019)

Figure 6.12. Cohesiveness Effect on Intention with Mediation of Overall Satisfaction
(Note: Unstandardized coefficients in parentheses)
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Testing for the Three-Path Mediation Effect by Festivalscape Satisfaction
and Overall Satisfaction on the Relationship between Cohesiveness and Intention in
the Individual Level and Group Level
The researcher tested the relationships between the second order factors
cohesiveness and intention in the multi-level model. In terms of an indirect effect, the
second order factor cohesiveness was hypothesized to mediate the relationship between
cohesiveness and intention. The results indicated that festivalscape satisfaction and
overall satisfaction mediate a three-path indirect effect of cohesiveness on intention for
level 1 (B=0.017, z=2.22, p<0.05) and level 2 (B=0.483, z=2.41, p<0.05). For both
levels, this mediation effect was significant.
Indirect effect (IV-MV-MV-DV)
Level 1: 0.027(0.017*)
Level 2: 0.712(0.483*)

b path

Level 1: 0.517(0.431*)
Level 2: 0.946(1.132*)
Overall
Satisfactio
n

Festivalscape

a path

c path

Level 1:
0.324(0.186*)
Level 2:
Cohesiveness

Level 1: 0.160(0.216*)
Level 2: 0.906(1.157*)

Direct path

Intention

Level 1: 0.387(0.249*)
Level 2: 0.028(0.019)

Figure 6.13. Cohesiveness Effect on Intention with a Three-Path Mediation of
Festivalscape and Overall Satisfaction (Note: Unstandardized coefficients in
parentheses)
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6.3 Moderation Effect
Often in social science research, the relationship between one independent
variable (IV1) and a dependent variable (DV) depends on the level of third variable IV2,
a moderator. That is, the effect of one variance on the dependent variable depends on the
level of another variable. The independent variable and the moderator together predict the
dependent variable (IV1*IV2). The effect of this moderating variable is characterized
statistically as an interaction (Beal, et al., 2003).

6.3.1 Testing for the Moderation Effect of Group Type on Festivalscape
Satisfaction
Hypothesis (H5a): Travel group type affects the level of festivalscape
satisfaction.
This research was interested in investigating whether the group type of the
respondents moderates the relationship between group cohesiveness and festivalscape
satisfaction. SPSS General Linear Model univariate was used to analyze the moderation
effects.
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Group type

Festivalscape satisfaction

Group Cohesiveness

Figure 6.14. Moderation Effect of Group Type between Group Cohesiveness and
Festivalscape Satisfaction

Group type of the respondents is a categorical variable, but because of the focus
on the family and friends group, recoding was necessary. The group type of respondents
was receded as a categorical variable, the results indicating that group type has three
categories, family (n=188), friend (n=121), and others. The analysis of variance
(ANOVA) indicated cohesiveness main effects (0.009). The interaction (group type *
cohesiveness) exhibited no significant effect F (2, 316) = 1.538, p=0.216. The
Hypothesis 5a was not supported.
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Table 6.9
Test of Between-Cohesiveness and Festivalscape Satisfaction: Moderation Effect of
Group Type
Type III Sum of
Squares
Corrected Model
41.733a
Intercept
3844.196
Group type
6.759
Cohesiveness
4.045
Group type * cohesiveness
1.781
Error
182.945
Total
12179.231
Corrected Total
224.677
a. R Squared = .186 (Adjusted R Squared = .173)
Source

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

5
1
2
1
2
316
322
321

8.347
3844.196
3.380
4.045
.891
.579

14.417
6640.072
5.838
6.987
1.538

.000
.000
.003
.009
.216

6.3.2 Testing for the Moderation Effect of Group Type on Overall
Satisfaction
Hypothesis 5b (H5b): Travel group type affects the level of overall
satisfaction.
The research was interested in exploring whether the group type of the
respondents moderates their perceptions of group cohesiveness and overall satisfaction.
SPSS General Linear Model univariate was used to analyze the moderation effects.

Group type

Overall Satisfaction

Group Cohesiveness

Figure 6.15. Moderation Effect of Group Type between Cohesiveness and Festivalscape
Satisfaction

167

The group type of the respondents is a categorical variable; however, recoding
was necessary because of the focus on the family and friends group. The group type of
the respondents was receded as a categorical variable, the results supporting these three,
family (n=188), friend (n=121), and other (n=13). The analysis of variance (ANOVA)
indicated cohesiveness main effects (0.001). The interaction (group type * cohesiveness)
exhibited significant effects F (2, 316) = 3.998, p<0.05.

Table 6.10
Test of Between-Cohesiveness and Overall satisfaction: Moderation Effect of Group
Type
Type III Sum of
Squares
Corrected Model
38.900a
Intercept
4491.932
Group type
.221
Cohesiveness
3.643
Group type * cohesiveness
2.597
Error
102.621
Total
14497.111
Corrected Total
141.521
a. R Squared = .275 (Adjusted R Squared = .263)
Source

Df
5
1
2
1
2
316
322
321

Mean Square
7.780
4491.932
.111
3.643
1.298
.325

F
23.957
13831.935
.341
11.217
3.998

Sig.
.000
.000
.712
.001
.019

Based on this result, a test of simple effects was conducted by splitting the file by
group type. The simple effect of group type was found to be significant for family and
friend but not for the others group. The Hypothesis 5b was supported.
Table 6.11 shows that group cohesiveness for family group type (p<0.001) and
the friend group type (p<0.001) was significant. However, group cohesiveness was not
significant for the others group type (p=0.455). As Figure 6.16 shows, for group type of
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respondents, total overall satisfaction is influenced by cohesiveness. The R2 for the friend
group type was 0.380, and for the family group, 0.217, suggesting that the former
increases overall satisfaction.
Table 6.11
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Moderation of Group Type

Dependent Variable: Overall satisfaction
group_type
_final

Source

Type III
Sum of
Squares
Corrected Model
19.596a
Intercept
8352.434
Cohesiveness
19.596
Family
Error
70.515
Total
8450.111
Corrected Total
90.111
Corrected Model
18.958b
Intercept
5406.395
Cohesiveness
18.958
Friend
Error
30.923
Total
5441.000
Corrected Total
49.881
Corrected Model
.065c
Intercept
602.456
Cohesiveness
.065
others
Error
1.183
Total
606.000
Corrected Total
1.248
a. R Squared = .217 (Adjusted R Squared = .213)
b. R Squared = .380 (Adjusted R Squared = .375)
c. R Squared = .052 (Adjusted R Squared = -.034)
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df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

1
1
1
186
188
187
1
1
1
119
121
120
1
1
1
11
13
12

19.596
8352.434
19.596
.379

51.688
22031.555
51.688

.000
.000
.000

18.958
5406.395
18.958
.260

72.953
20805.196
72.953

.000
.000
.000

.065
602.456
.065
.108

.601
5600.636
.601

.455
.000
.455

The Figure 6.16 shown that the family and friend was low overall satisfaction
than others groups.

Figure 6.16. Profile Plots showing group Cohesiveness and Overall Satisfaction by
Group Type

6.3.3 Testing for the Moderation Effect of Group Type on Intention
Hypothesis 5c (H5c): Travel group type affects intention.
This research explored whether the group type of the respondents moderates
respondent group cohesiveness and intention. SPSS General Linear Model univariate
was used to analyze the moderation effects.
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Group type

Intention

Group Cohesiveness

Figure 6.17. Moderation Effects of Group Type on Cohesiveness and Intention

Group type of the respondents is a categorical variable, but given the focus on the
family and friends groups, recoding was necessary. Group type was receded as a
categorical variable with three categories (family, friends, and others), the results
showing its three categories of family (n=188), friend (n=121), and others (n=13). The
analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated cohesiveness main effects (0.000). The
interaction (group type * cohesiveness) exhibited a significant effect (p=0.024). Thus,
Hypothesis 5c was supported.
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Table 6.12
Test of Between-Cohesiveness and Intention: Moderation Effect of Group Type
Type III Sum of
Squares
Corrected Model
75.963a
Intercept
4197.770
Group type
4.199
Cohesiveness
13.083
Group type * cohesiveness
3.919
Error
164.136
Total
13905.333
Corrected Total
240.099
a. R Squared = .316 (Adjusted R Squared = .306)
Source

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

5
1
2
1
2
316
322
321

15.193
4197.770
2.099
13.083
1.960
.519

29.249
8081.691
4.042
25.187
3.773

.000
.000
.018
.000
.024

Group cohesiveness of the family group type (p<0.001) and the friends group type
(p<0.001) were both significant. However, the others group type was not (p=0.242).
As seen in Figure 6.18, for group type respondents, the total intention is
influenced by cohesiveness for the group type of the respondents. The R2 for the friends
group type was 0.291, and for the family group, 0.354.
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Table 6.13
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Moderation of Group Type
Dependent Variable: Intention
group_type
_final

Family

Friend

Others

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
Cohesiveness
Error
Total
Corrected Total
Corrected Model
Intercept
Cohesiveness
Error
Total
Corrected Total
Corrected Model
Intercept
Cohesiveness
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares
37.093a
8210.468
37.093
67.614
8290.028
104.707
33.583b
4961.976
33.583
81.836
5055.806
115.420
2.046c
544.742
2.046
14.685
559.500
16.731

a. R Squared = .354 (Adjusted R Squared = .351)
b. R Squared = .293 (Adjusted R Squared = .285)
c. R Squared = .122 (Adjusted R Squared = .042)
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df
1
1
1
186
188
187
1
1
1
119
121
120
1
1
1
11
13
12

Mean
Square
37.093
8210.468
37.093
.364

F

Sig.

102.039
22586.147
102.039

.000
.000
.000

33.583
4961.976
33.583
.688

48.834
7215.322
48.834

.000
.000
.000

2.046
544.742
2.046
1.335

1.532
408.040
1.532

.242
.000
.242

Figure 6.18. Profile Plots Showing Group Cohesiveness and Intention by Group Type

6.3.4 Testing for the Moderation Effect of Group Size on Festivalscape
Satisfaction
Hypothesis 6a (H6a): Travel group size affects the level of festivalscape
satisfaction.
This research explored whether the group size of the respondents moderated the
respondents’ group cohesiveness and festivalscape satisfaction. The researcher used
SPSS General Linear Model univariate to analyze the moderation effects.
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Group Size

Festivalscape satisfaction

Group Cohesiveness

Figure 6.19. Moderation Effect of Group Size on Group Cohesiveness and Festivalscape
Satisfaction
The group size of the respondents is a categorical variable; however, given the
focus on 2 members and less than 5, recoding was necessary. The group size of the
respondents was receded as a categorical variable with three categories (2, 3-5, 6 and
more), the results indicating it has three categories, 2 (n=160), 3-5 (n=102), and 6 and
more (n=60). The analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated that cohesiveness (p=0.000)
has a significant main effect as did group size (p=0.013); however, the interaction (group
size * cohesiveness) showed no significant main effects F (2, 316) = 0.458, p=0.633. The
Hypothesis 6a was not supported.
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Table 6.14
Test of Between-Cohesiveness and Festivalscape Satisfaction: Moderation Effect of
Group Size
Type III Sum of
Squares
Corrected Model
39.306a
Intercept
10239.541
Cohesiveness
13.330
Group size
5.169
Group size * cohesiveness
.537
Error
185.371
Total
12179.231
Corrected Total
224.677
a. R Squared = .175 (Adjusted R Squared = .162)
Source

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

5
1
1
2
2
316
322
321

7.861
10239.541
13.330
2.584
.269
.587

13.401
17455.195
22.724
4.406
.458

.000
.000
.000
.013
.633

6.3.5 Testing for the Moderation Effect of Group Size on Overall Satisfaction
Hypothesis 6b (H6b): Travel group size affects the level of overall
satisfaction.
The research investigated whether the group size of the respondents moderated
respondents’ group cohesiveness and overall satisfaction using SPSS General Linear
Model univariate to analyze the moderation effects.

Group Size

Group Cohesiveness

Overall Satisfaction

Figure 6.20. Moderation Effects of Group Size between Cohesiveness and Overall
Satisfaction
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Group size of the respondents is a categorical variable; however, given the focus
on 2 members and less than 5, recoding was necessary. The group size of the respondents
was receded as a categorical variable with three categories (2, 3-5, 6 and more), the
results showing that group size has three categories, 2 (n=160), 3-5 (n=102), and 6 and
more (n=60). The analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated that cohesiveness (p=0.000)
has a significant main effects while group size does not (p=0.061) and the interaction of
group size * cohesiveness has no main effects F (2, 316) = 1.310, p=0.271. The
Hypothesis 6b was not supported.
Table 6.15
Test of Between-Cohesiveness and Overall Satisfaction: Moderation Effect of Group Size
Size III Sum of
Squares
Corrected Model
39.102a
Intercept
12191.333
Cohesiveness
10.295
Group size
1.833
Group size * cohesiveness
.849
Error
104.419
Total
14497.111
Corrected Total
141.521
a. R Squared = .177 (Adjusted R Squared = .156)
Source

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

5
1
1
2
2
316
322
321

7.820
12191.333
10.295
.916
.425
.324

24.129
37614.825
31.765
2.827
1.310

.000
.000
.000
.061
.271
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6.3.6 Testing for the Moderation Effect of Group size on Intention
Hypothesis 6c (H6c): Travel group size affects intention.
This research studied whether the group size of the respondents moderated group
cohesiveness and intention using SPSS General Linear Model univariate to analyze the
moderation effects.

Group Size

Intention

Group Cohesiveness

Figure 6.21. Moderation Effects of Group Size on Cohesiveness and Intention

Since group size of the respondents is a categorical variable, no further recoding
was necessary. The result showed group size has three categories, family (n=188), friend
(n=121), and others (13). The analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated that cohesiveness
exhibited main effects (0.000). The interaction (group size * cohesiveness) exhibited no
significant effects (p=0.310). The Hypothesis 6c was not supported.
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Table 6.16
Test of Between-Cohesiveness and Intention: Moderation Effect of Group Size
Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
Cohesiveness
Group size
Group size * cohesiveness
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum of
Squares
71.176a
11632.571
34.545
2.880
1.258
168.923
13905.333
240.099

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

5
1
1
2
2
316
322
321

14.235
11632.571
34.545
1.440
.629
.535

26.629
21760.724
64.623
2.694
1.177

.000
.000
.000
.069
.310

a. R Squared = .296 (Adjusted R Squared = .285)

6.4 Summary of the Chapter
From the Hypothesis test from this chapter the table 5.17 showed the summary of
the hypothesis test result.

Table 6.17
Summary of Hypotheses Tested
No.
H1a
H1b
H1c
H1d
H2a
H2b
H2c

Hypothesis
Group cohesiveness effects on the level of festivalscape satisfaction.
The significant effects of group cohesiveness on the level of overall
satisfaction
The effect of festivalscape satisfaction on overall satisfaction.
The effect of overall satisfaction on intention.
Group Cohesiveness has a similar effect on festivalscape satisfaction in
the individual level and group level.
Group cohesiveness has a similar effect on overall satisfaction in the
individual level and group level.
Group cohesiveness has a similar effect on intention in the individual
level and group level.
Continued…/

179

Results
Support
Support
Support
Support
Support
Support
Support

Table 6.17
Summary of Hypotheses Tested
No.
H2d
H2e
H3a
H3b
H3c
H4a
H4b
H4c
H5a
H5b
H5c
H6a
H6b
H6c

Hypothesis
Festivalscape satisfaction has a similar effect on overall satisfaction in the
individual level and group level.
Overall satisfaction has a similar effect on intention in the individual level
and group level.
Group environment positively mediates the relationship between
cohesiveness and festivalscape satisfaction in the individual level and
group level.
Group environment positively mediates the relationship between
cohesiveness and overall satisfaction in the individual level and group
level.
Group environment positively mediates the relationship between
cohesiveness and intention in the individual level and group level.
Group development positively mediates the relationship between
cohesiveness and festivalscape satisfaction in the individual level and
group level.
Group development positively mediates the relationship between
cohesiveness and overall satisfaction at the individual level and group
level.
Group development positively mediates the relationship between
cohesiveness and intention in the individual level and group level.
Travel group type affects the level of festivalscape satisfaction.
Travel group type affects the level of overall satisfaction.
Travel group type affects intention.
Travel group size affects the level of festivalscape satisfaction.
Travel group size affects the level of overall satisfaction.
Travel group size affects intention.
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Results
Not support
Support
Not Tested
Not Tested
Not Tested
Not Tested
Not Tested
Not Tested
Not support
Support
Support
Not support
Not support
Not support

CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSION

The primary purpose of this dissertation was to develop and test the group
cohesiveness scale for festival and events based on the theoretical literature and
subsequently conduct an empirical test. Its second goal was to identify the relationship
between group cohesiveness and festival and events attendees’ evaluation of satisfaction
(festivalscape), intention to revisit, and two mediating of group environment, and group
development, all of which were tested using a multi-level structural equation model. To
address these goals, this study developed a new classification of group cohesiveness and
a new conceptual model of cohesiveness reflecting the unique characteristics of festival
and events. In addition, the constructs of group environment, group development,
festivalscape satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and intention were also tested. For this
process, a single-level and a multi-level confirmatory factor analysis were used to ensure
the validity and the reliability of the scale. Third, the relationship among cohesiveness,
group environment, group development, festivalscape, overall satisfaction, and intention
were examined using a Multi-Level Structure Equation Model.
This chapter presents a discussion of the implications and conclusions drawn from
the significant findings of this study. It begins by presenting a comprehensive discussion
of the results, followed by a summary of important conclusion drawn from their analysis.
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7.1 Discussion and Hypothesis
The primary purpose of this dissertation was to explore the relationship between
cohesiveness and evaluation of satisfaction in festival and events and to use the HLM
Model to determine the differences, if any, between in-group cohesiveness and betweengroup cohesiveness. The study was guided by these six questions:
RQ1: Does Cohesiveness theory explain the relationship between festival and
events attendees’ cohesiveness, satisfaction (festivalscape), and future
intention?
RQ2: Do the cohesion factors contribute to the levels of satisfaction?
RQ3: Is the level of cohesiveness different or similar for the in-group and between
groups?
RQ4: Do the effect of group environment and group development differ in the
Cohesiveness and Satisfaction models?
RQ5: Does level of satisfaction vary with travel group type?
RQ6: Does level of satisfaction vary with travel group size?

The six questions result in 21 hypotheses which were tested through Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) using measurement model and structural Equation Modeling’s
Multi-Level Structure Equation Model (MLSEM) with EQS software, and the
moderating effect was tested using a general linear model. In recent years, SEM has
become one of the most popular data analysis tools in the social sciences as it enables the
researcher to analyze reliably the cause-effect relationship between measured variables
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and latent constructs. As Noar (2003) indicates, CFA increases confidence in the
structure of a new measure and measured other field, providing further confirmation
regarding the strength of the model as well as more information about the dimensionality
of a scale. Through fit indices, SEM enables the researcher to determine to what extent
the hypothesized structural model corresponds to the empirical data. Since a multi-level
model provides information on both an individual and a group level, there was no need to
examine a single-level model.
However, there were differences between the results of a single-level and a multilevel models in terms of the significance of the relationships. The latter provides more
accurate results at both the individual and the group level because the variation within
and between groups is calculated separately (Bickel, 2012). For the purposes of this
study, the results of multi-level model were taken into consideration; however, the
moderating impact of group was tested at only the single level using the General Linear
Model.

7.1.1 Hypotheses
The first research question, “Does Cohesiveness theory explain the relationship
between festival and events attendees’ cohesiveness, satisfaction (festivalscape), and
future intention,” was tested using CFA, initially in the pilot study. The resulting CFA
model showed a relatively acceptable fit (i.e. NFI = 0.753; CFI = 0.846; SRMR = 0.063;
RMSEA = 0.092). The pilot test found that most of the participants came with their
families and friends in groups of two or three with children for the festival. In addition,
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the CFA showed that the negative survey questions were not a good fit and that the
questions about physical attraction were not applicable to festival and events attendees
because most came with their families.
After the survey was revised, the analysis of the results from the primary study
indicated that the CFA model was an acceptable fit (i.e. NFI = 0.853; CFI = 0.909;
SRMR = 0.064; RMSEA = 0.065). Thus, the results of this study support research
question 1, which is based on cohesiveness theory, suggesting that this theory can be used
to measure the perceptions of festival and events attendees. Based on these results, the
cohesiveness theory is formed by CFA consisting of two factors of interpersonal
attraction and group pride.
Each hypothesis of the second research question, “Do the cohesion factors
influence the levels of satisfaction, ” was tested for structural CFA using EQS 6.2 for
Windows at alpha=0.05 for the relationships between cohesiveness and festivalscape
satisfaction, between cohesiveness and overall satisfaction, between festivalscape
satisfaction and overall satisfaction, and between overall satisfaction and intention as
seen in Figure 6.1. In relation to Hypothesis H1a, the results indicated that cohesiveness
and festivalscape satisfaction did not have a significant effect on the overall cohesiveness
in relation to festivalscape satisfaction (B=1.625, SE=0.915, t=1.242). However, the
loading was very high. The direct effect of the second hypothesis (H1b) was rejected
(B=-0.869, SE=0.631, t=0.938), but it was accepted by the indirect effect with group
environment and group development. The mediating effect between cohesiveness and
overall satisfaction was shown to have a higher impact than expected. The results for the
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third hypothesis (H1c) were significant (B=0.640, SE=0.121, t=5.128) as well as for the
fourth hypothesis (H1d) (B=0.425, SE=0.1461, t=3.924). The overall structural CFA
indicates that the relationship between cohesiveness and festivalscape satisfaction, overall
satisfaction and intention suggests that cohesiveness does not directly impact overall
satisfaction; rather it is mediated by group environment, group development, and
festivalscape satisfaction.

Figure 7.1. The Cohesiveness Effect of Satisfaction and Intention at the Single-Level
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This research analyzed two structural equation models (SEMs), a single-level
SEM and a multi-level SEM, to provide analysis both considering and not considering
group effects. The results indicated that the multi-level SEM provided more information.
In relation to Research Questions 3, “Is the level of cohesion different or similar for ingroup and between groups,” and 4 “Does the effect of group environment and group
development differ in the cohesiveness and satisfaction model,” the results from multilevel measurement model showed a high correlation between cohesiveness and the two
mediation factors of group environment and group development, suggesting that the
participants saw them as similar factors.

Figure 7.2. Cohesiveness Effect in Relation to Satisfaction and Intention in the MultiLevel
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Based on this multi-level model, the results for Hypothesis H3 seen in Figure 7.2
show that cohesiveness has a positive effect on festivalscape satisfaction. In level 1 the
regression coefficient of cohesiveness – festivalscape satisfaction was. 0.324*, whereas
in level 2 this regression coefficient was 0.831*. The test of H3b did not show a
significant effect of cohesiveness-overall satisfaction in level 2. The level 1 regression
coefficient was 0.183*, but the level 2 regression coefficient was 0.0046. H3c exhibited
similar results as H3b Level 1 indicated a significant effect but level 2 was not significant.
H3d exhibited a positive effect at both level 1(0.387*) and level 2 (0.019) on
festivalscape satisfaction-overall satisfaction, with a level 1 regression coefficient of
0.517* and a level 2 regression coefficient of 0.946*. The last Hypothesis H3 exhibited a
level 1 regression coefficient of 0.160* and a level 2 regression coefficient of 0.906*.
These results indicated that festivalscape satisfaction and overall satisfaction mediate the
two- path indirect effect of cohesiveness at intention level 1 (B=0.027, z=2.22) and level
2 (B=0.712, z=2.41). Both level 1 and level 2 exhibited a significant mediation effect
between the second order factor cohesiveness and intention by the mediation of
festivalscape satisfaction and overall satisfaction.
The final hypothesis test involved the moderation effect. This study evaluated
whether the group type and size moderate the relationship between cohesiveness and
festivalscape satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and intention. The findings indicated that
group type has a significant effect on cohesiveness and overall satisfaction, and on
cohesiveness and intention. However, unlike group type, group size did not have an effect
on cohesiveness and intention.

187

7.1.2 Summary of Study Findings
In terms of understanding the festival and events attendees’ used in this study, the
results indicate statistically significant support for cohesiveness-satisfaction. According
to Mullen and Cooper (1994) cohesiveness factors include interpersonal attraction, group
pride and commitment to task. Specifically, the interpersonal attraction dimension used
here was based on McCroskey and McCain’s (1974) 16 items of personal attraction;
however, in the festival and events fields, these items were not useful because most of the
attendees were family group members.
Cohesiveness exhibited a different effect for the between group and the within
group. Specifically the within-in group level (level 1) exhibited a positive significant
effect on overall satisfaction and intention. However, the between-group level (level 2)
did not exhibit a significant effect on overall satisfaction and intention.
Group type did exhibit different effects on satisfaction and intention. However,
group size did not affected all levels of festivalscape satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and
intention.

7.2 Implications
The implications for this study include theoretical, methodological and practical
ones. The theoretical implications will be based on the results of using the modified
Theory of Cohesiveness to explain festival and events attendees’ satisfaction. The
application of the Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) to analyze the interdependency
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of group members is discussed as methodological implications, while the practical
implications include recommendations for festival and events marketers.

7.2.1 Conceptual Theoretical Implication
This dissertation offers a classification and conceptual model of cohesiveness
specifically developed for the festival and events field. The classification of cohesiveness
suggested here consists of two critical constructs for festival and events: Interpersonal
attraction and group pride. The conceptual model of cohesiveness suggested here was
explained by the relationship among festivalscape satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and
intention. This classification and conceptual model of cohesiveness was developed based
on past research (Bitner, 1992; Carron et al., 1998; Carron et al., 1985; Guzzo & Shea,
1992; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Lee et al., 2008; Lott & Lott, 1965; March & Simon, 1958;
Mullen & Cooper, 1994; Yoon et al., 2010; Zaccaro & McCoy, 1988) considering the
unique characteristics of festival and events. This study explored the conceptual
knowledge of cohesiveness by investigating events and festivals and the tourism field in
the context of attendees’ behavior. This development of the classification and the
conceptual model of cohesiveness will provide researchers with a deeper understanding
of the basic emotions and behavior of festival and events attendees and between each
construct of cohesiveness and type of festivalscape satisfaction.
For this research cohesiveness was developed based on the classification of group
cohesion to measure cohesiveness in the context of local festival and events. The
cohesiveness scale frequently used was developed and tested by Guzzo and Shea (1992)
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and Zaccaro and McCoy (1988). However, it is not applicable for use in the festival and
events field because the cohesiveness items do not consider its unique features.
Therefore, this study developed cohesiveness items specific to festival and events to
provide a theoretical basis using an extensive literature review and a pilot study. Based
on the results of the pilot test, the CFA was conducted on the cohesiveness items defined
for the festival and events field. Finally, this dissertation empirically tested relationship
among cohesiveness, festivalscape satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and intention,
showing how local event and festival attendees’ cohesiveness affects decisions and
behavior based on satisfaction. This study found that the cohesiveness factor is
significant for festivalscape satisfaction; festivalscape satisfaction is significant to overall
satisfaction, and overall satisfaction is significant to intention. The empirical findings of
this study contribute to the understanding of the characteristics of cohesiveness in festival
and events attendees and the concept of group cohesiveness.

7.2.2 Methodological Implication
One of the purposes of this study was to provide a better understanding of festival
and events attendees’ cohesiveness and satisfaction using HLM as a data analyzing
technique. The advantages of HLM have been emphasized by many researchers, one of
which is its ability to provide an improved estimation of errors due to the consideration of
the interdependency of each case (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1988). The difference between
the single-level model and the multi-level model shows that error estimations in the latter
are more accurate. While the influence of cohesiveness on overall satisfaction and
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intention was significant in the within group level model, no significance was found in
the between group level in the multi-level model. As a result, the multi-level model
provided more reliable hypothesis testing results, reducing the chance of Type 1 and
Type 2 errors. Another advantage of the multi-level model is its better fit indices
compared to the single level model. The indication of good fit indices are a CFI over .9
and an RMSEA less than .10 (Kenny et al, 2006).
High inter-class correlation between variables indicated that the cases in this
study were dependent on one another. In reality the significance was at only the group
level, but since the single level model did not take into consideration the variance at the
group level, significance was found only at the individual level. The results of the multilevel model were more useful for interpreting the data as the significance of the
relationships between festivalscape satisfaction, overall satisfaction and intention at both
levels shows that people who have a level of cohesiveness have a higher level of
festivalscape satisfaction in relation to overall satisfaction and also they influence their
group members’ intentions.
Due to normality issues, some cases had to be deleted from the data and the group
numbers became uneven. Because of this, HLM was the appropriate data analyzing
method for this study as it addresses such problems as uneven group numbers and small
numbers per group (Sibthorp & Arthur-Banning, 2004).
This study distinguishes itself from previous research by collecting data from all
members of a group travelling together and analyzing this information by taking into
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consideration the interdependency of their answers. As a result, HLM was proved to be a
better alternative for this study for analyzing this kind of data.

7.2.3 Practical Implication
The research in this dissertation has practical implications for the festival and
events industry, particularly in relation to persuading attendees to return by improving
marketing tactics in reference to group relationships. This research shows that the
cohesion of within group members had an effect on satisfaction and intention, but
cohesion between group members did not support overall satisfaction and intention. As a
result, event planners should create programs that involve attendees, even those who do
not know one another, in order to satisfy their wants and needs, a critical element for a
festival’s success.
More than 60 percent of the participants in this research brought children to the
festival site. Thus, a festival should consider a childcare program and play groups with
trained staff and nannies to enhance the adults’ enjoyment of the festivals.
7.3 Conclusions
7.3.1 Conclusions
Festival and events can extend the tourist season, and generate revenue for
governments (Ritchie & Beliveau, 1974) as well as have a positive impact on the local
economy by generating income, supporting existing businesses and encouraging new
start-ups (Mitchell & Wall, 1986). For an event to be successful, the organizers need to
understand their attendees’ emotions and behavior. This research provides one element
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that can be used to obtain such an understanding based on group member behavior.
Cohesiveness theory, which can be used to explain the group members’ relationships, is
not a familiar concept to those in the festival and events fields, but this research supports
that it can be an effective tool in this domain as the main purpose of this study was to
investigate if the cohesiveness model could be applied to the festival and events field and
if it could show the different effects of within group members and between group
members.
While cohesiveness theory is useful in the festival and events field, this research
also found that physical attraction does not explain the behavior of festival and events
attendees as its results indicated that most attended such local events with family
members and friends, usually in groups of two or three and frequently with children. In
addition, this study found that most participants perceived the group development and
group environment items to be synonymous with the cohesiveness items, a result
supported by their high correlation. Finally, the results from this research found that the
cohesiveness of the with-in group members had higher effect on festival satisfaction and
intention than did the between group members’ cohesiveness.

7.3.2 Limitations
This research was limited by the inclusion of only two festivals, both of which
focused on family and friends. The results are, thus, not transferable to all festivals and
events, including community-based festivals that require no application process or
admission for entry. This study also included both a local event and a larger festival, also
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a potential limitation, as results might be different for other type of festivals. In addition,
more than 90% of the groups consisted of family and friends, meaning various other
types of groups were not measured. Therefore, future research should collect data from
different types of festival and events to accommodate a wider variety of groups.
In addition, limitations were detected the during data collection process. The
groups with small children were reluctant to complete the questionnaire, as they were
busy with them. In addition, one of the festival sites did not have the enough areas for
participants to sit while taking the survey. Thus, many people declined to complete it.
Analysis by structural equation modeling (SEM) is a potential limitation due to its
inability to individually analyze cohesiveness factors as could be done with multiple
regressions. However, SEM was used in this research due to its ability to look a complex
relationship holistically.
7.3.3 Future Research Directions
This study aimed to investigate event programming for attendees using group
cohesion theory, which has been used to examine the performance of army and athletic
programs. Cohesiveness here was explained using attendees’ emotions and behavior with
other group members.
However, one of the major factors at a festival and events site is the volunteer
staff. Organizers use volunteers as part of their operational strategies to help offset the
cost of staging an event (Love, Hardin, Koo, & Morse, 2011). Catano, Pond, and
Kelloway (2001) have shown that it is necessary to examine each group of volunteers
separately. In other words, volunteers affect job performance and satisfaction in a variety
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of ways. Thus, a group cohesiveness study would be useful for a festival and events
volunteer program.
This research focused on family and friends group because of the research sites
studied. Future research could focus on adult-oriented festival and events such as beer or
college festivals, which may exhibit could different cohesiveness.
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APPENDIX A
PILOT STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE
Section 1. Please answer the questions based on your experiences at Historic Bluffton Arts and
Seafood Festival
1. Including this years, how many times have you been to Historic Bluffton Arts and Seafood
Festival?

Times

2. Do you have any positive memories this festival? (Please circle on numbers)
I do not have
Any positive memories

1

2

Neutral

3

4

I have a lot of
Positive memories

5

6

7

3. How would you describe your trip group today?
☐Family
☐Organization

☐Friends
☐Other (

☐Club

4. Including your-self, how many people are in your trip group?
# of Adult

5. Including this trip, how many times have
you taken a trip to Hilton Head?

# of Child (under 18)

# of times

6. How many days will you staying on this
trip in Hilton Head?

# of days

7. What type of accommodation are you using? (Please check only one)
☐Hotel/Motel
☐Campground

☐Community

)

☐Condo
☐RV/Camper

☐Friends or Relatives
☐Other (
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☐I own house
)

Section 2. These statements refer to your trip group today. For the following questions, please
click the number that best represents how your feel.
Strongly
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

I think I could be a friend with each of my trip
group members
I think it would be difficult to meet and chat
with any members of this trip group
My trip group members would not fit with my
circle of friends
I could never establish a personal friendship
with any of my trip group members
I would like to have a friendly chat with any
member of my trip group
My trip group members are pleasant to be with
I think our group members are quite
handsome/pretty.
I think our trip group members are very sexy
looking.
I find my group member to be very attractive
physically.
My trip group members are not very good
looking.
I think the clothing my trip group members
wear is not becoming
I have confidence in my trip group member’s
ability to participate in this festival
If I wanted to plan a trip I could probably
depend on my trip group members
I think a planning a trip with my trip group
members would be impossible
If we put our heads together I think we could
come up with some good travel ideas
It would be fun to travel with the members of
my trip group
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Strongly
Agree

Neither

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Section 3. These statements refer to your trip group today. For the following questions, please
click the number that best represents how your feel.
Strongly
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6

I am proud to think of myself as a member of
this trip group
It would be hard to find another trip group I
would like as much to be a part of
When someone praises any member of my trip
group, I feel it is a personal compliment to me
I talk up my trip group members to friends
I frequently tell others how much I like my trip
group members
It would be hard to think of other group
members I would like as much

Strongly
Agree

Neither

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Section 4. These statements refer to your trip group today. For the following questions, please
click the number that best represents how your feel.
Strongly
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

I do enjoy being a part of the social activities of
this trip group
I am happy with the amount of time spend at
this festival
I am going to miss the members of my trip
group when the festival is over
I am happy with my group’s level of desire to
participate in this festivals
I like the style of interaction with my trip group
members
For me this group is one of the most important
social groups to which I belong.
Members of this group would rather go out on
their own than get together as a group.
Some of my best friends are in this trip group
Our group members socialize together outside
of this festival
Members of our group stick together outside of
this festival
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Strongly
Agree

Neither

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Section 5. These statements refer to your trip group today. For the following questions, please
click the number that best represents how your feel.
Strongly
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

When I speak to friends about my experience with
this trip group, I will refer to it as a good
experience.
In the future, I would feel little or no loyalty to this
trip group.
I will make it a point, should the situation arise, to
attend a festival with this trip group again.
I found I had similar values to those of other group
members.
If the situation arose, I would be glad to tell others
of my participation with this trip group.
Attending this festival with this group, I felt
inspired to do my best work for the group’s success.
If encouraged, it would be quite easy for me to
switch to a different trip group.
I can see little benefit in remaining with this trip
group should the opportunity to attend other similar
festival arise.
I really care about the future of this trip group.
Agreeing to participate at this festival with this trip
group was a definite mistake on my part.
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Strongly
Agree

Neither

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Section 6. These statements refer to your attribute satisfaction in this festival. For the following
questions, please click the number that best represents how your feel.

I am very satisfied with the
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

promotional activities for festival
live Entertainment
time schedule for this festival
feeling of safety at the festival site
cleanliness of restrooms at this festival site
parking facility at this festival site
number of the rest areas at this festival site
printed information about festival/event and
times for this festival
cleanliness of the festival site
quality of food at this festival site
quality of beverage at this festival site
price of food at this festival site
accessibility for elderly, disabled and children
at this festival site
accessibility to public toilets
helpfulness of festival staff

Strongly
Disagree
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2

Neither
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Strongly
Agree
6
7
6
7
6
7
6
7
6
7
6
7
6
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

Section 7. These statements refer to your overall satisfaction in this festival. For the following
questions, please click the number that best represents how your feel.
Strongly
Disagree

1
2
3

Overall, I am satisfied with this festival
As a whole, I am happy with this festival
I believe I did the right thing in attending this
festival
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Strongly
Agree

Neither

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Section 8. These statements refer to your behavior to this festival. For the following questions,
please click the number that best represents how your feel.
Strongly
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6

I plan to attend this Festival at least once more
in the next 5 years.
I will try to attend this Festival at least once
more in the next 5 years.
I plan to attend this Festival with my current
trip group members in the next 5 years.
I will try to attend this Festival with my current
trip group members in the next 5 years
I will recommend this festival to others who
wish to attend similar festival.
I will recommend this festival to my friends
and neighbors

Strongly
Agree

Neither

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Section 9. Please answer the questions base on your Background Information
1. What is your gender?
☐Male

☐Female

2. When were you born?

year

3. What is your ethnicity?
☐White/ Caucasian
☐Asian
☐Other ______________

☐American Indian/Native
American
☐Hispanic/Latino

4. What is your marital Status?
☐Single, never married
☐Separated/ Divorced

☐Married
☐Widowed

☐Black/African
American
☐Pacific Islander

☐Married with children
☐Other _____________

5. Where do you currently live (please provide your 5 digit zip code)?
Post code/zip code: _____________________________
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6. What is the highest level of education you have completed?
☐High School

☐Community College (Associated
Degree)
☐Master’s Degree
☐Other (
)

☐University (Four-years Degree)
☐Doctorate

7. What was your total household income in 2013 (before taxes)?
☐Under $20,000
☐$60,000 to $79,999
☐$120,000 or over

☐$20,000 to $39,999
☐$80,000 to $99,999
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☐$40,000 to $59,999
☐$100,000 to $119,999

APPENDIX B
IRB PROVEMENT

Dear Dr. Backman,
The Office of Research Compliance (ORC) reviewed the protocol identified above using exempt
review procedures and a determination was made on January 21, 2015 that the proposed activities
involving human participants qualify as Exempt under category B2 based on federal regulations 45
CFR 46. Your protocol will expire on April 30, 2015.
Please send us a copy of the permission letter from the festival organizers as required by our
guidance on research site letters, http://media.clemson.edu/research/
compliance/irb/research_site_letters.pdf. The letter is required before you may begin data
collection.
The expiration date indicated above was based on the completion date you entered on the IRB
application. If an extension is necessary, the PI should submit an Exempt Protocol Extension Request
form, http://www.clemson.edu/research/compliance/irb/forms.html, at least three weeks before the
expiration date. Please refer to our website for more information on the extension
procedures, http://www.clemson.edu/research/compliance/irb/guidance/reviewprocess.html.
No change in this approved research protocol can be initiated without the IRB’s approval. This
includes any proposed revisions or amendments to the protocol or consent form. Any unanticipated
problems involving risk to subjects, any complications, and/or any adverse events must be reported to
the Office of Research Compliance (ORC) immediately.
All team members are required to review the Responsibilities of Principal Investigators and the
Responsibilities of Research Team Members available
at http://www.clemson.edu/research/compliance/irb/regulations.html. The Clemson University IRB is
committed to facilitating ethical research and protecting the rights of human subjects. Please contact
us if you have any questions and use the IRB number and title in all communications regarding this
study.

Good luck with your study.

All the best,
Nalinee
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APPENDIX C
Informed Consent Verbal Script for the Main Survey

Dear Sir/Madam
As a doctoral student under the direction of Dr. Sheila Backman in the Department of Parks,
Recreation and Tourism Management at Clemson University. I am currently conducting my
doctoral dissertation. The purpose of this study is to understand the differences of in-group
cohesion and between group cohesion for events and festival attendee satisfaction.
Your participation in this study is voluntary and it should take only ten to fifteen minutes. The
information provide will remain strictly confidential and you will not be identified by your
answers. You may choose not to participate and/or to withdraw at any time.
Your cooperation and participation in this study is greatly appreciated. If you have any question
and/or comments concerning the study, please do not hesitate to contact me at 917-865-1008 or
to email me at younsuk@clemson.edu. Also, you can contact my advisor, Dr. Sheila Backman
at back@clemson.edu. If you have any question or concern about your right in this research
study, please contact the Clemson University Office or Research Compliance (ORC) at 864656-6460

Thank you for your assistance.
Younsuk Kong
Ph.D. Candidate
Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management
Clemson University
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APPENDIX D
THE MAIN SUTDY QUESIONNAIRE

Section 1. Please answer the questions based on your experiences at Spring Skunk Music
Festival in Greenville.
1.

Including this years, how many times have you been to Spring Skunk Music Festival?
Times

2.

How many days will you attending for Spring Skunk Music Festival?
Days

3.

Including this trip, how many times have you taken a trip to Greenville?
Times

4.

How many days will you staying on this trip in Greenville?
days

5.

6.

If you are stay over 1 night, what type of accommodation are you using? (Please check only
one)

☐Hotel/Motel
☐Campground

8.

☐Friends or Relatives
☐Other (

☐ RV/Camper
)

Do you have any positive memories this festival? (Please circle on numbers)
I do not have
Any positive memories
1
2

7.

☐Condo
☐home

3

Neutral
4

5

How would you describe your trip group today?
☐Family
☐Friends
☐Club
☐Organization
☐Other (
)
Including your-self, how many people are in your trip group?
# of Adult
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I have a lot of
Positive memories
6
7

☐Community

# of Child (under 18)

Section 2. These statements refer to your trip group today. For the following questions,
please click the number that best represents how your feel.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

I think I could be a friend with each of my trip group
members
I think it would be easy to meet and chat with any
members of this trip group
My trip group members would fit with my circle of
friends
I could establish a personal friendship with any of my
trip group members
I would like to have a friendly chat with any member
of my trip group
My trip group members are pleasant to be with
I have confidence in my trip group member’s ability
to participate in this festival
If I wanted to plan a trip I could probably depend on
my trip group members
I think a planning a trip with my trip group members
would be possible
If we put our heads together I think we could come up
with some good travel ideas
It would be fun to travel with the members of my trip
group

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Neither

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Section 3. These statements refer to your trip group today. For the following questions,
please click the number that best represents how your feel.
Strongly
Disagree

1
2
3
4
5
6

I am proud to think of myself as a member of this trip
group
It would be hard to find another trip group I would
like as much to be a part of
When someone praises any member of my trip group,
I feel it is a personal compliment to me
I talk up my trip group members to friends
I frequently tell others how much I like my trip group
members
It would be hard to think of other group members I
would like as much

207

Strongly
Agree

Neither

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Section 4. These statements refer to your trip group today. For the following questions,
please click the number that best represents how your feel.
Strongly
Disagree

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

I do enjoy being a part of the social activities of this
trip group
I am happy with the amount of time spend at this
festival
I am going to miss the members of my trip group
when the festival is over
I am happy with my group’s level of desire to
participate in this festivals
I like the style of interaction with my trip group
members
For me this group is one of the most important social
groups to which I belong.
Members of this group would rather go out on
together as a group than their own.
Some of my best friends are in this trip group
Our group members socialize together outside of this
festival
Members of our group stick together outside of this
festival

Strongly
Agree

Neither

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Section 5. These statements refer to your trip group today. For the following questions,
please click the number that best represents how your feel.
Strongly
Disagree

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

When I speak to friends about my experience with this
trip group, I will refer to it as a good experience.
In the future, I would feel higher loyalty to this trip
group.
I will make it a point, should the situation arise, to
attendee a festival with this trip group again.
I found I had similar values to those of other group
members.
If the situation arose, I would be glad to tell others of
my participation with this trip group.
Attending this festival with this group, I felt inspired
to do my best work for the group’s success.
If encouraged, it would be quite hard for me to switch
to a different trip group.
I can see lots of benefit in remaining with this trip
group should the opportunity to attend other similar
festival arise.
I really care about the future of this trip group.
Agreeing to participate at this festival with this trip
group was a definite right choice on my part.
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Strongly
Agree

Neither

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Section 6. These statements refer to your attribute satisfaction in this festival. For the
following questions, please click the number that best represents how your feel.

I am very satisfied with the
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Promotional activities for festival
Live Entertainment
Time schedule for this festival
Feeling of safety at the festival site
Cleanliness of restrooms at this festival site
Parking facility at this festival site
Number of the rest areas at this festival site
Printed information about festival/event and times for
this festival
Cleanliness of the festival site
Quality of food at this festival site
Quality of beverage at this festival site
Price of food at this festival site
Accessibility for elderly, disabled and children at this
festival site
Accessibility to public toilets
Helpfulness of festival staff

Strongly
Disagree

Neither

Strongly
Agree

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

Section 7. These statements refer to your overall satisfaction in this festival. For the
following questions, please click the number that best represents how your feel.

1
2
3

Overall, I am satisfied with this festival
As a whole, I am happy with this festival
I believe I did the right thing in attending this festival

Strongly
Disagree

1
1
1

Neither

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

6
6
6

Strongly
Agree

7
7
7

Section 8. These statements refer to your behavior to this festival. For the following
questions, please click the number that best represents how your feel.

1
2
3
4
5
6

I plan to attend this Festival at least once more in the
next 5 years.
I will try to attend this Festival at least once more in
the next 5 years.
I plan to attend this Festival with my current trip
group members in the next 5 years.
I will try to attend this Festival with my current trip
group members in the next 5 years
I will recommend this festival to others who wish to
attend similar festival.
I will recommend this festival to my friends and
neighbors
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Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Neither

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Section 9. Please answer the questions base on your Background Information.
1.

2.
3.

4.
5.

What is your gender?
☐Male

☐Female

When were you born?

year

What is your ethnicity?
☐White/ Caucasian
☐American Indian/Native American
☐Asian
☐Hispanic/Latino
☐Other ______________
What is your marital Status?
☐Single, never married
☐Married
☐Separated/ Divorced
☐Widowed

☐Black/African American
☐Pacific Islander

☐Married with children
☐Other _____________

Where do you currently live (please provide your 5 digit zip code)?
Post code/zip code:_____________________________

6.

What is the highest level of education you have completed?
☐High School
☐Community College (Associated Degree)
☐University (Four-years Degree)
☐Master’s Degree
☐Doctorate
☐Other (
)

7.

What was your total household income in 2013 (before taxes)?
☐Under $20,000
☐$20,000 to $39,999
☐$40,000 to $59,999
☐$60,000 to $79,999
☐$80,000 to $99,999
☐$100,000 to $119,999
☐$120,000 or over
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APPENDIX E
SINGLE LEVEL MEASUREMENT RESULT
The collected samples were filtered based on two criteria to provide conceptually
reasonable research. The study proved cohesiveness-satisfaction. The single level
measurement model was conducted CFA analysis in the chapter 4.
Simply summarized for single level measurement model as follows:
Similar to the previous CFA (Factor 1 to 9) models, the researcher started the
CFA of the final conceptual model based on the robust statistics specified as (ML,
ROBUST). Since the model has 9 factors the researcher selected PFF, PDD, PEE, GFF,
and BFF functions in the SET command. Specification of these functions (PFF, PDD and
PEE) allows the researcher to know which parameters are related in the model (Byrne,
2006). Review of the descriptive statistics revealed that there was evidence of substantial
univariate skewness or Kurtosis. The normalized estimate of Mardia’s multivariate
kurtosis was 156. Literature suggests that with the large case contributions to kurtosis, it
is likely that outlying cases may be more of a problem than bad distributions (Byrne,
2006). The researcher opted to delete some of these outlying cases one by one following
a series of analyses. In total 15 cases were deleted from further analysis. The review of
the goodness of fit statistics related to the initial hypothesized CFA model (Table 4.38initial model) indicated that the model was badly fitting (i.e. NFI = 0.711; CFI = 0.776;
SRMR = 0.188; RMSEA = 0.087). The review of the LM test statistics indicated a
substantial misspecification regarding; parameters (E116, E115) with an LM test X 2
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value of 354.901, parameters (E118, E117) with an LM test X2 value of 243.673,
parameters (E120, E119) with an LM test X 2 value of 214.488, parameters (E62, E61)
with an LM test X 2 value of 124.979, parameters (E70, E69) with an LM test X 2 value of
115.514, parameters (E86, E85) with an LM test X 2 value of 115.022, and parameters
(E74, E75) with an LM test X 2 value of 102.853.

Table A.E-1
Initial and final CFA model for the Overall Perception
Parameters

Initial Model

Final Model

6017.047

2684.389

1756

1147

0.000000

0.00000

BENTLER-BONETT NORMED FIT INDEX

0.711

0.853

BENTLER-BONETT NON-NORMED FIT INDEX

0.766

0.903

COMPARATIVE FIT INDEX (CFI)

0.776

0.909

ROOT MEAN-SQUARE RESIDUAL (RMR)

0.250

0.076

STANDARDIZED RMR

0.188

0.064

ROOT MEAN-SQUARE ERROR OF
APPROXIMATION (RMSEA)

0.087

0.065

0.084-0.087

0.061-0.068

Goodness of Fit Summary for Method = ML
Chi-Square
Degree of Freedom
P value for the Chi-Square
FIT INDICES

90% CONFIDENCE INTERVAL OF RMSEA
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The researcher opted not to do further modification in the model to overcome the risk of
over parameterizing the model since it was already well fitting (i.e. NFI = 0.853; CFI =
0.909; SRMR = 0.064; RMSEA = 0.065) as shown in Table 4.38 (final model). Table 4.39
and Table 4.40 show the final model item list, corresponding factor names as well as
regression coefficients.
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APPENDIX F
ORIGINAL SINGLE LEVEL STRUCTURE MODEL RESULT
The initial single-level structural equation model has six constructs, including
cohesiveness, group environment, group development, festival scape satisfaction, overall
satisfaction, and intention. There are fifty individual items loading on the seventeen total
first-order factors and second order factors. The initial model measured the group
environment and group development as a mediator in the relationship between group
cohesiveness and satisfaction and intention. The model shows little poor fit (i.e. NFI =
0.784; CFI = 0.837; SRMR = 0.075; RMSEA = 0.086). LM tests were required for
controlling error covariance including E22/E21, E38/E37, E68/E67, E70/E69 and
E72/E71. It was clear that the model required re-specification that involved these
parameters. The error covariance “E21” correspond with item “If we put our heads
together I think we could come up with some good travel ideas” while the error
covariance “E22” corresponds will the items “It would be fun to travel with the members
of my trip group” in the Interpersonal attraction factor. The error covariance “E37”
correspond with item “Our group members socialize together outside of this festival”
while the error covariance “E38” corresponds will the items “Members of our group stick
together outside of this festival” in the group environment factor. The item The error
covariance “E67” corresponds with the item “I plan to attend this festival at least once
more in the next 5 year” while the error covariance “E68” corresponds with the item “I
will try to attend this festival at least once more in the next 5 year”. The error covariance
“E69” corresponds with the “I plan to attend this festival with my current trip group
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members in next 5 year” while the error covariance “E70” corresponds whit the item “I
will try attend this festival with my current trip group members in next 5 year”. And the
error covariance “E71” corresponds with the “I will recommend this festival to others
who wish to attend similar festival” while the error covariance “E72” corresponds whit
the item “I will recommend this festival to my friends and neighbors”. The content of
these 6 items appears to reflect the same construct but each of the correlation items is
only two items for each factor. Therefore, the researcher concluded that specification of
an error covariance between these two items was substantive reasonable. Result of
modified the error covariance model fit show that NFI = 0.837; CFI = 0.893; SRMR = c
In terms of direct effects, the second order factor cohesiveness has positive effect
on the group environment (0.950), group development (0.974) and the second order
factor Festival Scape (1.625) and negative effect on overall satisfaction (-0.869). Group
Environment has positive effect on Overall satisfaction (0.325) but on the second order
factor Festival scape (0.599) and intention (-0.322) show negative effect. The group
development has positive effect on overall satisfaction (0.813) and intention (0.462). The
second order factor Festival scape has positive effect on Overall satisfaction (0.640). The
overall satisfaction had positive effect on the intention (0.425). In the level one model,
this study examined the relationship between each sub-factor of cohesiveness and festival
scape, cohesiveness and overall satisfaction, and cohesiveness and intention in the level 1
mediation model.
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Figure A.F-1. Standardized and Unstandardized Coefficients of the Single-Level Structure Equation Model (Note:
Unstandardized coefficients in parentheses)
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Table A.F-2
Result of Regression and Mediation Analyses Single-Level Model
Path
Cohesiveness (IV) – Interpersonal Attraction (DV)
Cohesiveness (IV) – Group Pride (DV)
Cohesiveness (IV) – Group Environment (DV)
Cohesiveness (IV) – Group Development (DV)
Festival scape (IV) – Fun of festival scape (DV)
Festival scape (IV) – Comfort of festival scape (DV)
Festival scape (IV) – Product of festival scape (DV)
Group Environment (IV) – Overall satisfaction (DV)
Group Development (IV) – Overall satisfaction (DV)
Festival scape (IV) – Overall satisfaction (DV)
Cohesiveness (IV) – Overall satisfaction (DV)
Group Environment (IV) – Intention (DV)
Group Development (IV) – Intention (DV)
Overall Satisfaction (IV) – Intention (DV)
Festival scape (IV) – Intention (DV)
Cohesiveness (IV) - Intention (DV)
Group Environment (IV) – Festival scape (DV)
Group Development (IV) - Festival scape (DV)
Cohesiveness (IV) – Festival scape (DV)
Moderating Effects
Cohesiveness (IV) - Group Environment (MV) - Festival
scape(DV)
Cohesiveness (IV) - Group Environment (MV) - Overall
satisfaction (DV)
Cohesiveness (IV) - Group Environment (MV) - Intention
(DV)
Cohesiveness (IV) - Group Development (MV) - Festival
scape (DV)
Cohesiveness (IV) - Group Development (MV) - Overall
satisfaction (DV)
Cohesiveness (IV) - Group Development (MV) - Intention
(DV)
Cohesiveness (IV) - Festival scape (MV) - Overall
satisfaction (DV)
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Unstandardized
Regression
Coefficient
0.625
0.614
0.683
0.757
1.000
0.662
1.168
0.308
0.712
0.622
-0.592
-0.322
0.545
0.572
0.193
0.087
-0.583
-0.485
1.137

Standardized
Regression
Coefficient
0.838*
0.841*
0.950*
0.974*
0.948*
0.959*
0.808*
0.325
0.813
0.640*
-0.869
-0.253
0.462*
0.425*
0.148
0.095
-0.599
-0.538
1.625

-0.398

-0.569

0.210

0.309

-0.221

-0.240

-0.367

-0.524

0.539

0.792*

0.413

0.451*

0.707

1.040*
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